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Current Topics. 


The New Year Honours. 

We are glad to see that the New Year Honours contain recogni 
tion of the claum of solicitors to be honoured by the Crown. Mr. 
Water Trower, of the firm of Messrs. Trower, Stitt, PARKIN, 
and Freetine, and Mr. Horatio Brevirr receive the honour of 
Knizhthood. Mr 
the Law Society in 1902, and served as chairman of the Finance 
Committee and as a member of the Discipline Committee. He 
was Vice-President in 1912-13, and last year was President. 
Mr Brevi, who has been a solicitor since 1870, is town clerk 
of Wolverhampton, 


Trower became a member of the Council of 


German Law in Belgium, 

We rrint elsewhere an article on the Emergency Laws which 
Germany has enacted for the-eccupied territory of Belgium. For 
this, which has been prepared with no little trouble, we are in 
debted to the able authors of the articles on German Emergency 
Laws which we recently printed. No doubt, as appears from the 
citations from the Hague Convention No. IV., with which the 
article is prefaced, it is the duty of the ecoupying power to take 
steps for the preservation of order and the maintenance of busi 
ness relations, and to do this with as little disturbance of the 
regular law as possible. Whether the German ordinances conform 
to the latter test we need not inquire. In the main they are 
emergency measures, and are of temporary importance only. 
The position has been clearl~ put by Arclybishop Mercier in the 
Pastoral Letter which was published in The Times of the 6th inst., 
and vhich, it seems, has resulted in his arrest. The occupied 
part of the country must submit to the invader Most. of the 
towns have surrendered, and they are bound to respect the condi- 
tions of surrender. But the occupying power has no legitimate 
authority. The sole legitimate power in Belgium is its constitu- 
tional King and Government; and for final deliverance it looks 
to the army and to the Allies who are fighting lyy the side of the 


army 


The Occupation of Belgium. 

Tuar THe greater part of Belgium is for the tune being actually 
occupied by Germany there can be, of course, no doubt. The 
consequences of the hostile occupation of Antwerp were touched 
upon, but not fully discussed by Bar.nacne, J., in Mitsui & Co. 
Mumford (reported elsewhere), where a claim as for 
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a constructive total loss was made in respect of timber stored 
there. The mere fact that a place is in the possession and under 
the control of an hostile force does not, it has been held, change 
its national character; there must be some public act by which 
the transfer shall be notified (Cremidi v. Powell, 11 Moo. P.C., 
p. 97). At present we believe that step has not been taken 
by Germany, but for fiscal purpose it is, according to the 
American case of (United States vy. Rice (17 U.S. Sup. Ct. Rep. 
246), subject to German law. In the present case Mr. Justice 
Bai.nacne assumed, without deciding, that Antwerp is alien 
enemy territory for the time being, and that intercourse with 
persons in Antwerp is forbidden by the Trading with the Enemy 
Proclamation. He held, however, that the detention of the 
timber meant loss of market only, not of goods, and that such 
loss was not covered by the policy on which the action was 


brought. 


The Hilary Cause Lists. 


THe cause tists for next sittings shew in all departments, 
except the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, a falling 
off compared with the beginning of last sittings. The total Appeal 
list has dropped from 308 to 282, and the decrease is mainly in the 
King’s Bench Division list, where the appeals have been reduced 
from 193 to 160. The Chancery Division appeals have fallen 
from 60 to 47, while the Workmen’s Compensation appeals have 
risen from 33 to 50. In the Chancery Division there is a very 
marked decrease from 328 to 193—a year ago the number was 
290—and the winding-up matters, which at Michaelmas were 40, 
are now 38. The total of causes in the King’s Bench Division 
list is 400, made up as follows: Divisional] Court, 125; actions, 
268; bankruptcy, 7; at Michaelmas the total was 676, and the 
corresponding constituent numbers, 195. 467, and 14. The pro- 
bate and divorce causes have risen from 389 to 484, the increase 
heing, it is understood, due to the President’s occupation last 
sittings in the Prize Court; the Admiralty causes have dropped 
from 32 to 17 The total number of causes in all the courts 
has fallen from 1,465 to 1,132. <A year ago the total was 1,212. 


Increment Value Duty and Builders’ Profits. 


THe FAILURE of the Government to pass the Revenue Bill 
which has been before Parliament for the last two years, has 
left cases of increment value duty on builders’ profits in a very 
unsatisfactory position. The course of decision in Lumsden’s case 
is well known. Mr. Justice Horripcr, when in the first inetance 
the case came before him (1913, 1 K. B. 346), found bimself 
compelled by the language of the Finance Act, 1910, to bold 
that the increment value, due not to enhancement of site value 
but to profits on the building, was liable to taxation: and this 
was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Swinren Eapy, L.J 
dissenting) (1913, 3 K. B. 809). In the House of Lords the 
dissenting view found support with Lord Moviron and Lord 
Parmoor, but the rest of the House—Lord HMatpane, C., and 
Lord Suaw-—were on the other side, and the House heing 
equally divided, the appeal was dismissed, and the builders’ 
profits were left lable to the duty. Meanwhile, before the 
decision in the Court of Appeal, the Revenue Bill of 1913 by 
clause 2, proposed to alter the mode of valuation so as to avoid 
this result, and the proposal was repeated in clause 4 of last 
year’s Bill, but that was not proceeded with. Mr. E. G 
PretyMAN, M.P., has pressed the matter on the attention of 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and has received an intimation 
that, while the assessment and coliection of I. V. D. generally 
cannot be suspended, yet cases in which relief would have been 
given by the Revenue Bill will be allowed to stand over 
until» date to be fixed hereafter. He adds that special con- 
skleration will be shewn in the case of persons liable to I. V. D 
who are serving with His Majesty’s Forces. pr: 


Taxed Costs and the Courts (Emergence 
Act, 1914. . p.m 

WE HAVE received an inquiry from correspondents as to the 
correctness of our report of the case Le World of Golf (Limited) 
(ante, p. 7), to which in a recent article (ante, p. 101) the reference 
was by a clerical error given as p. 67. The point was whether 


a winding-up petition based on a judgment for costs’ which had 
been taxed was a proceeding within the Courts (Emergency 
Powers) Act, 1914; that ie, whether the winding-up petition fell 
within either of the clauses (a) or (5) of section 1 (1). Clause 
(a) forbids, save by leave of the court, execution on, or other 
enforcement of, a judgment for the psyment of *‘a sum of money 
to which this sub-section applies”; and clause (>) forbids, inter 
alia, the realization of any security for the purpose of enforcing 
the payment of any such sum without the like leave. Our 
report represents NEVILLE, J., as holding both that the winding. 
np was not an execution within clause (a), and that the 
taxed costs were not a “sum of money” within clause (6), 
but no reasons are given. Our correspondents suggest that this 
is a mistake, and that both points must have been decided on 
clause (a), since the winding-up was not such a proceeding as 
could in any ease bring clause (}) in question. We think 
that this must be so, but we have not been able to 
verify the actual words used by the learned judge or to 
ascertain his reasons, and, so far as we are aware, ours 
is the only report of the case. The error, however, seems to be 
of no importance, for the words “any sum of money to. which 
this sub-section app'ies” must clearly have the same meaning 
in both clauses (a) and (5), and the decision, then, is that pro- 
ceedings for taxed costs, whatever their form, are not within the 
Act. In fact, as we pointed out when the Act was passed (58 
SoLicitoRs’ JOURNAL, pp. 816, 824), it does not state explicitly 
to what sums—-except certain insurance premiums—it does apply, 
though it may, perhaps, be contended that, on the form of section 
1, it applies (save as to certain rents) only to sums due under 
contracts made before 4th August, 1914. In that case it would 
not apply to taxcd costs which are not due under contract. 


The Isle of Man Courts (Emergency Powers) 

Order. 

SOME LIGHT, as another correspondent recently pointed out to 
us, is thrown on the matter by the form in which the Courts 
(Emergency Powers) Act has been applied to the Isle of Man. 
Under section 2 (4) of the Act limitations on it may be intre 
duced by Order in Council, and accordingly by Order of 17th 
September (58 Soxicrtors’ JouRNAL, 840) proceedings fot 
levying fines and for enforcing affiliation orders were excluded, 
and this no doubt implies that the Act was not originally 
limited to sums due under contract; but there was no power 
to declare positively by Order in Council to what sums it did 
apply. Then on 14th October an Order was made under the 
Isle of Man (War Legislation) Act, 1914, extending the Courts 
(Emergency Powers) Act, 1914, to the Isle of Man in the form 
set out in the schedule to the Order (Manual of Emergency 
Legislation, Supplement, p. 144). Now this schedule is inter 
esting. In the place of the following paragraph in the Courts 
(Emergency Powers) Act :— 

This sub-section shall not apply to any sum of money (other 
than rent not being rent at or exceeding £50 per annum) due 
and payable in pursuance of a contract made after the beginning 
of the 4th day of August, 1914. 

it substitutes :— 

This sub-section shall apply to all sams of money except sums 
(other than rent at a rate not exceeding £50 per annum) dae 
and payable in pursuance of a contract made after the beginning 
of the 4th day of August, 1914. 

Then there follows the exclusion of fines, &c., as in the Order 
of 17th September, and the inclusion of certain insurance 
premiums as in the Act. So that this, apparently, represents 
what the draftsman considers should have been the form of the 
Act. It should apply, subject to certain specified exceptions, 
“all sums of money,” except these payable under contracts m 
after 4th August. If the Act had been in this form it is difficult 
to see how any sum could be excluded, whether taxed costs 
otherwise, unless it fell within the specified exception. 





An Executor’s Right of Retainer. 


THE EXECUTOR'S right of retainer has sometimes been treated 
as an instance of his right to prefer one creditor to another of 








the same degree ; it was simply the exercise of this right in bit 
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own favour: Talbot v. Frere (9 Ch. D. 568, per Jusset, M-R., at 
p. 570). But the more usual explanation, and it seems the 
correct one, is that, since he cculd not sue himself, his only 
femedy was to retain his debt out of the assets, and uuless he 
did this at once, another creditor by suing him and obtaining 
judgment would gain priority: Me Junning (54 L. J. Ch. 
900). Hence, according to the old authorities, sufficient 
assets were by operation of law appropriated to meet his 
debt: see the judgment of Linpxey, L.J., in Re Rhoades (1899, 
2Q. B. 347). Ana taking the inability of the executor to sue 
himself as the foundation of the doctrine, it follows that it must 
be restricted to cases where this inability in fact exists ; where 
that is, the debt of the testator is owing to the executor himself. 
The doctrine has been extended, however, .to the case where the 
debt is due to a trustee for the executor. The cestui que trust 
executor, it is said, could exercise his right of preference to pay 
the trustee, who would thereupon pay the executor, and, to avoid 
this circuity, he can at once retain the debt : Cockroft v. Black (2 
P. Wms. 298). 


Retainer in Respect of Settled Debts. 


Bout THIS reasoning only applies where there is an absolute 
trust in favour of the executor ; not where the trusts are for 
various beneficiaries of whom the exeeutor is only one, and io it 
was held by the Court of Appeal in.e Dunning (supra) and by 
Byane, J., in Le Hayward (1901, 1 Ch, 221). The point recently 
arose again, and was decided by Joyce, J., in the same-way, in 
Michell v. Countess Bubna (1914, 2 Ch. 720). There, one of several 
executors claimed to retain a debt due from the testator to 
trustees, and so avoid the Statute of Limitations. In the 
circumstances, she had become absolutely entitled, but there 
were powers and liabilities subsisting in the trustees ; in 
particular, liability to pay death duties. “If,” said 
dover, J., ‘a retainer be ever allowed to a beneficiary for a 
debt due to a trustee, it is only where the trust is a simple and 
absolute trust for the person claiming the right of retainer” ; 
and, accordingly, he rejected the claim. It does not seem to 
bave been noticed that a similar decision was given, aud on the 
the same grounds, by CHANNELL, J., in Wilson v. Wilson (1911, 
1K. B. 327). In that case an undischarged bankrupt claimed as 
administrator to retain a debt due to him from the intestate ; but 
the learned judge pointed out that it was in fact due to his trustee 
in bankruptcy, and although the administrator bad an interest 
in it—to see it properly applied and to take any surplus—he had 
not the sole interest which alone entitles a cestui que trust 
adminstrator to retain a debt due to his trustee. _It is singular, 
indeed, that such a right was claimed, for the administration 
was granted in 1910, and since 1899 administration has only 
beon granted in such a way as to exclude the right of retainer 
(see Davies v. Parry, 1899, 1 Ch. 602; Re Betham, 1901, 2 Ch. 
52). In general the question of retainer can now only. arise as 
regards executors. 


Building and Repairing Covenants. 

Tue Court of Appeal in the case of Stephens v. Junior Army 
and Navy Stores (58 Souicitors’ JouRNAL, 808 ; 1914, 2 Ch. 
516) got rid of a point that has hitherto been one of the 
curiosities of the law of landlord and tenant. A lessee enters 
into acovenant to erect certain buildings within a specitied time, 
and also to keep these buildings in repair. He does not erect 

, and at the expiration of the specified period there is a 
breach of the first covenant ; but, though the liability in damages 
femains, the forfeiture is waived by rece pt of rent. There- 
upon the landlord has recourse to the second covenant, and 

ims that there is a new and continuing breach because the 
buildinge which were to be erected are not kept in repair, and 
contention has been supported by what seemed to be good 
authority. In Bennett v. Herring (3 C. B. N. 8. 370) two houses 
which were in carcase only, but roofed in, were demised, and 
ee covenanted to finish them and to keep them in repair. 

ey were never finished, but he was held to be liable on the 
second covenant. Here there were buildings of a sort in 
existence at the daté’ of the demise to which the covenant would 

er; but in Jacob v. Down (1900, 2 Ch. 156), Stiruine, J., 





considered that the decision warranted the extension of the 
covenant to a case where no buildings at all were in existence. 
“The object of the covenant,” ‘he said, “ is tosecure that at all 
proper times the messuages referred to shall be in proper repair, 
and in my opinion the covenant imposes an obligation to do all 
things necessary for that purpose, including the erection of the 
messuages, if not completed within the period prescribed in 
the building covenant.” In the present case of Stephens v, 
Junior Army and Navy Stores (supra) the Court of Appeal have 
treated this as introducing a new implied covenant to build, 
which, of course, would make the dictum wrong, since an express 
covenant &xcludes an implied covenant relating to the same 
matter ? Line v. Stephenson (5 Bing. N. C. 183). Possibly, however, 
this is not the necessary result. Sir JAMES STIRLING may not have 
intended to introduce a new covenant to build ; the obligat on 
at which he was looking was only to repair, though as a coadition 
precedent to ability to perform this obligation the lessee would 
have to build. But this, doubtless, is too fine a distinction for 
practical use, and on the common-sense view which the Court 
of Appeal have adopted, the lessor must look for the erection 
of the buildings to the building covenant only. If he loses the 
opportunity of enforcing this, he cannot make good the 
occasion by the indirect operation of the repairing convenant. 





Licences to use Patents belonging to 
Alien Enemies. 


By Joun Curier, K.C. 

As we pointed out previously when dealing with this subject 
(59 SoLicrtors’ JOURNAL, p. 54), on applications to avoi! or 
suspend Patents belonging to alien enemies, the Board of trade 
will generally take the course of suspending the Patent in favour 
of the applicant, but this will be coupled with a licence, so that 
the applicant can only use the patented invention in manner 
provided by the licence. The Board of Trade have now pub- 
lished the terms on which such licences will be granted. The 
licence will provide for the payment of royalties, but what the 
amount of such royalties will be and whether or not a minimum 
royalty will be charged is not stated, Obviously, in fixing what 
the royalty should be, the interest of the public and not the 
interest of the alien patentee, ought to be regarded. Then there 
are to be provisions for keeping accounts of all products made 
under the Patent and of tre prices charged therefor, and for 
giving information of the cost of production and for allowing 
inspection of business premises, There are also to be provisions 
against assigning and granting sab-licences. Then there is to be 
a provision fer delimination of the licence by notice in writing ; 
(a) if the licensee has failed to use the licence so as to satiefy the 
reasonable requirements of the public with regard to the patented 
invention ; or, (+) the licensee has charged unreasonable or excep- 
tional prices ; or, (¢) “circumstances have arisen which make it 
just and equitable that licence should be determined in whole or 
in part.” ‘This is a very stringent, not to say harsh, provision ; 
it leaves the licensee fisvie: at the merey of the Board of 
Trade, and does not even provide for the licensee being heard in 
his defence. The order of suspension is also to provide that 
the licence shall not “interfere with or limit the power of the 
Board of Trade at any time to revoke the suspension of the said 
Letters Patent hereby ordered in any of the following cases :— 

If (i) the Board of Trade shall be of opinion that this Order was 


obtained by any misrepresentation (whether intentional or not) or 


was made by the Board of Trade without full knowledge of material 
facts ; or (ii) it shall in the opinion of the Board of Trade be to the 
public interest that this Order shall be revoked ; or (iii) the licensee 


shall. request the Board of Trade to revoke this Order ; or (iv) a 
licence to make, use, exercise, and vend the aforesaid patented 
invention within the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 


Ireland, and the Isle of Man, upon such terms as the Board of 


Trade shall consider to be reasonable is offered to the licensee 
by the patentee or other the persons for the time being entitled 
to the benefit of the said letters patent.” 
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It would seem that the licensee ought to have been pro- 
tected against the Board of Trade granting licences to other 
applicants to use the patented invention at less royalties and 
generally on more favourable terms than the original licensee ; 
and also that, in the event of others infringing the Patent and 
so competing with the licensee on the market, the licensee 
ought not to continue liable to pay royalties until such infringe 
ments are discontinued or stopped. Under these present condi- 
tions we expect that there will be no great rush of applications for 
licences, and that manufacturers generally will hesitate to 
expend capital on the strength of the precarious and unsatis- 
factory position which they will be in if they obtain the licences 
now offered to them. Finally, it is a blot on this system that 
although a licensee is liable to have his licence determined arbi 
trarily, he cannot, however much he may be losing on the trans- 
action and however much he may wish to get quit of it, determine 
the licence himself. It is tius he may request the Board to 
revoke the suspension order, and the licence, of course, would 
fall with it; but the Board of Trade are not bound to comply 
with the request ; so that in this respect, as in many others, the 
licensee is completely at the mercy of the Board. 





German Legislation for the Occupied 
Territories of Belgium. 


By Cuarces Henry Hurericu, of Berlin, Hamburg, and the 
Hague, Counsellor-at-Law of the United States Supreme 
Court Bar, and Ricnarp Kine, of London, Solicitor of 
the Supreme Court, England. 


Tae Fourth Hague Convention of 1907, relating to the Laws 
and Customs of War on Land, provides in Articles 42 and 43 as 
follows : 

“Territory is considered occupied when actually placed under 
the authority of the hostile army. The occupation extends 
only to the territory where such authority has been established 
and isin a position to assert itself.” (Article 42.) 

“The enthesite of the power of the State having passed de 
facto into the hands of the occupant, the latter shall do all in 
his powet to restore, and ensure, as far as possible, public order 
and safety, respecting at the same time, unless absolutely 
prevented, the laws in force in the country.” (Article 43.) 

In the exercise of the powers of legislation vested in the 
occupying State, the German Government, acting through the 
Governor General of Belgium, has enacted a number of 
Ordinances, in part extending or modifying the Belgian laws, in 
part containing new provisions designed to carry out the 
policy of the occupying State. Many of the latter class of 
enactments are based on the emergency laws of the Empire, 
which have formed the topic of previous articles by the present 
writers in this journal (a). 

The Laws and Ordinances of the Government of Occupation 
are published in the Gesetz-wnd-Verordnungsblatt fuer die okkupierten 
Gebiete Belgiens (b), the first number of which appeared at Brussels 
on 5th September, 1914. The publication appears at irregular 
intervals. The purpose of this article is to present the main 
features of the legislation enacted up to 18th December, 1914. 

Promulgation of Laws. —An Ordinance of 3rd September, 1914 (¢), 
provides that all Laws and Ordinances for the occupied 
territories of Belgium shall, unless they contain a provision to the 
contrary, come into force at the close of the day on which they 
are published in the Official Gazette at Brussels. 

Courts Emergency Powers—By the Belgian Law of 4th 
August, 1914 (¢), it was enacted that duriog the war Article 
1244, sub-section 2, of the Code Civil («) should be applied in 
all civil and commercial matters, regardless of the state of the 
proceedings. By Ordinance of the Governor-General of 25th 

(4) See 59 SOLtorrons’ JOURNAL, pp. 22, 39, 55,70, 126. 

(+) Herein cited as: G. and V, Bi, The German Official Gazette (Reichsgesetzblatt) 
is cited: R G. BI. 

(*) G. and Vv. Bi. No. 1, (6th September, 1914.) 

(4) Moniteur Beige, 1914. No. 217. (Sth August, 1914.) 

(¢) This sub-section provides: Les juges peuvent en consideration de la posi- 
tion du dé>iteur, et en usant de ce pouvuir avec ane grande réserve, accorder des délais 


modé-ds pour le payement, et surse dir l'exé -ution des poursuites, toutes choses demeu 
raut en état, 





September, 1914 (/), it is provided that, in all cases where aliens 
(Auslaender) are by reason of the war prevented from defending 
their rights before the courts in the occupied territories, the 
judge shall, on his own motion, grant an extension under the 
same Article. In no case shall a judgment or other order be 
rendered or granted against an alien under the aforementioned 
disability. 

Legal Tender.—German money is declared legal tender, and 
must be accepted at a minimum rate of exchange of mark | for 
francs 1.25 (y). Stipulations to the contrary are void (/). 

Rental Contracts.—Where a tenant, by reason of the war, is 
precluded from making use of the premises, he is entitled to 
demand either a termination of the contract or a reduction of 
the rent for the period of time in which he is under the 
disability of using the premises. The justices of the peace 
have jurisdiction in all cases of this character, regardless of the 
amount involved (#). 

Supervision of Business Undertakings.—Under an Ordinance of 
18th September, 1914, (¢) Belgian branches of banks, whose 
chief office is in a country at war with the German Empire, are 
placed under a prohibition against entering into new transactions, 
except in so far as these are necessary for the due settlement of 
old business, or the obtaining of assets to meet obligations, 
Assets remaining after the fulfilment of obligations are to be 
deposited at a place to be designated later. 

Belgian banks are prohibited from carrying on their business 
in a manner detrimental to German interests. More particularly, 
they are forbidden to transmit funds or securities to enemy 
countries, including thereunder the portions of Belgium not 
under German occupation. 

The supervision is exercised mediately by the ‘overnor- 
General, and immediately by a General Commissioner (/) who is 
empowered to appoint special commissioners. The (icneral 


Commissioner may make the necessary regulations, inspect the 


hooks, papers, and assets of the banks, demand information, forbid 
transactions, and demand the furnishing of security for the due 
observance of the ordinances and regulations. The costs of the 
supervision are borne ratably by the banks under control. 

By virtue of an Ordinance of 26th November, 1914, business 
undertakings controlled by persons in an enemy country may be 
placed under supervision, to prevent their being eunducted ins 
manner inimical to German interests. Similar supervision may 
be exercised in respect of undertakings whose field of operation 
is in the Belgian Congo, and over Belgian undertakings in which 
ten per cent., or more, of the capital is owned by German sub 
jects. 

Prohibition of Payments to Great Britain, France, and Russia.— 
The provisions of the Ordinance of 3rd November, 1914 (7), are 
basetl on these of the Imperial Urdinance of 30th September, 
1914 (nm). All payments to persons, except German subjects 
witbin Great Britain or Ireland, or the British Colonies o 
Possessions (0), or within France, her Colonies and Protectorates, 
whether in cash or by means of cheques, bills or assignments, of 
otherwise, and the transmission of funds and securities are 
prohibited. The provisions of this Ordinance have now been 
extended to Russia and Finland (p). Obligations now due, oF 
hereafter becoming due to natural or juristic persons within the 
aforementioned territories are suspended from 31st July, 1914, 
and interest is not exigible. All legal consequences resulting 
from any non-performance between 31st July, 1914, and the 
date when the present Ordinances came into effect are nd 
regarded as having taken place. 

The assignee under an assignment made subsequently to 3lst 
July, 1914, is in the same legal position as bis assignor, unless 
the assignment was made prior to the coming into effect of the 
Ordinances, and the assignee is domiciled within the Germap 





U) G.and V. Bil. No.5. (20th September, 1914.) 
(9) Ordinance of 3rd October. 1914. G. and V. Bi 
(h) Ordinance of 15th November, 1914. G. and ¥. Bi. 
1914. 
(i) Ordinanee of 20th November, 1914. G.and V. Bl. No. 15. (25th November, 1914) 
(*) G. and V. Bl. No. 3. (21st September, 1914.) 
() Geheimer Oberfinanzrat Dr. von Lumm. 
(m) G, and V. Bl. No 10. (7th November, 1914.) 
(n) RB. G. Bl, 1914, p. 421. See 69 SOLICITOR» JOURNAL, ®. 
(0) The words used ate “ auslaendische Besitzungen,” (Qucuere, ag Lo protect urates. 
(v) Moniteur Belge, 1914, No. 215. (Grd August, 1014 ) 


No. 6. (5th October, 1914.) 
No, 12, (17th November 
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Empire, or within tho occupied territories of Belgium. The 
debtor may free himself by payment to, or the deposit of the 
securities involved with, the German Civil Authorities at 
Brussels, for account of the person entitled. 

In respect of bills of exchange it is provided that, when the 
time for presentment for payment, or protest for non-payment, 
has not expired at the time the Ordinances come into effect, 
sach periods are extended during the time the Ordinances are in 
force, and for such additional time as may be hereafter deter- 
pinei. These provisions apply to cheques. 

None of the above provisions apply in respect of obligations 
performable in Germany, or in the occupied territories of Bel- 
gum, in favour of local branches of firms whose principal offices 
are withia the prohibited countries. The Governor-General may 

t exceptions to the law. Non-observance is punishable 
under martial law. 

Moratory Laws.—The Ordinance of the King of the Belgians, 
of 2nd August, 1914, which extended the time of protest and 
of the exercise of the right of regress in respect of negotiable 
instraments until 31st August, 1914, and provided for the 
running of interest during the period of extension, was 
extended by Royal Ordinance of 6th August, 1914 (7), to 15th 
September, 1914. This period has since been extended by the 
Governor-General to 30th September, 1914 (r), to 31st October, 
1914 (s), to 30th November, 1914 (¢), to 31st December, 1914 (w), 
and now to 31st January, 1915 (r). 

Similarly, the Belgian Royal Ordinance of 3rd August, 1914 (w), 
mupecting withdrawal of bank deposits, as modified by Royal 

mance of 6th August, 1914 (z), was extended by Ordinance of 
the Governor-General to 30th September, 1914 (y). By Ordinance 
of 23rd September, 1914 (2), the period was further extended to 
Sist October, 1914, with the additional provision that the 
banks are required to pay out deposits where the money is to 
beused for salary and wages, or for accident insurance premiums 
(under the Belgian Law of 24th December, 1903), or for taxes, 
contributions, or domain leases. Payments for taxes, contribu- 
tions, or leases for domain must be made by cheque payable to 
the order of the Treasury of the General Government at 
Brussels. This Ordinance in turn has been extended to 30th 
November, 19]4 (qa), to 31st December, 1914 (4)), and now to 
Sist January, 1915 (cc). 





Reviews. 


Insurance Law. 


Stone's INsurANcE Cases; INcLUDING ALL ENGLISH, ScorcH 
Inisu, CANADIAN AND INDIAN, AND MANY AUSTRALIAN AND NEW 
ZEALAND DECISIONS RELATING TO ALL INSURANCE RISKS OTHER 
THAN MARINE, TOGETHER WITH ALL CASES UPON WORKMEN'S 
CoMPENSATION AND Emproyers’ Liapiiity. By Gitpert Stone, 
B.A., LL.B., and Kerra Grimpie Groves, B.A., LL.B., Barristers- 

{at-Law. In Two Votumes. The Reports and Digest Syndicate 
(Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 2 2a. 

This is a very complete collection of insurance cases compiled 
upon a convenient and practical plan. The authors’ object 
has been to collect in logical order all the English, Scotch, Irish, 
most of the Colonial, and all the Indian cases on the various branches 

Insurance law except marine insurance. Workmen’s Compen- 
sation and Employers’ Liability cases have been included, since, 
though not strictly within the subject of contracts of insurance, they 
are of importance in insurance practice. It may be a question in 
any particular case whether the court will be guided by Colonial 
decisions, but the authors point out that they are of distinct value 


(q) Moniteur Belge, 1914, No. 221. (9th Augnst, 1914.) See also the Law of 4th August 
WM. Moniteur Belge, 1914, No, 217. (5th August, 1914.) 

(*) Ordinance of 10th Sepiember, 1914. G. and V. Bl, No. 2. (11th September, 1914.) 

&) Orvinance of 23rd September, 1914. G.and V. BI., No. 4. (26th September, 1914.) 

( Ordinance of 2ist October, 1914. G.and V. BL, No.9. (24th October, 1914.) 

{¥) Ordinance of 20th November, 1914. G. and V. BL, No. 14. (2ist November, 1914.) 

(*) Ordinance of 18th December, 1914. 

(we) Moniteur Belge, 1914, No. 216. (4th August, 1914). 

(2) Moniteur Belge, 1914, No. 221. (9th August, 1914.) See also Law of 4th August, 
Wi. Moniteur Belge, 1914, No. 217. (Sth August, 1914.) 

¥ Ordinance of 10th September, 1914. G. and V. Bl, No. 2, (11th September, 1914.) 

G.and V. BL, No. 4. (26th September, 1914.) 

(98) Ordinance of 2ist October, 1914. G. and V. BL, No. 9. (24th October, 1914.) 

(8) Ordinance of 20th November, 1914. G. aud V, Bl, No. 14. (2ist November, 1914.) 
() Ordinance of 18th December, 1914. 


to insurance offices, particularly the Canadian cases, all of which 
have been included. And the authors have not restricted themselves 
to a mere digest ; each division of the work is prefaced by a note 
in which the principles of the law are shortly stated But they 
disclaim the intention of putting forward the notes as a complete 
statement. These are intended to act as finger points to the cases 
and not asan exposition of thelaw. “Had the latter,” the authors 
say in the preface, “been our purpose, it would have been desirable 
to add innumerable saving clauses.” 

With regard to the statement of the cases, this, in many instanees 
includes very full extracts from the judgments; so that the reader 
can decide how far it is necessary for him to refer to the actual 
report. Thus, on the question whether there is any contract where 
the insurance is expressed to be deferred until payment of the 
premium, the judgment of Lord Esher, M.R., in Canning v. Farquhar 
(16 Q. B. D. 727), is quoted with sutticient fulness to shew the 
exact ground on which the insurance office was held at liberty to 
refuse to complete a life insurance, where the health of 
the proposer had deteriorated between the proposal and 
the tender of the premium; and the cases next noted are 
further illustrations of the same principle. This is in the 
section dealing with Formation of the Contract. A lengthy 
section (Part IIT.) is devoted to “ Avoidance of the Contract,” and 
here there is a full collection of cases on insurable interest, prefaced 
by a summary of the relevant statutes, in particular the Life Assur- 
ance Act, 1774. Various subjects ccnnected with the validity and 
operation of the contract of insurance occupy the remainder of Vol. 
I.; thus at pp. 626 e¢ sey. there will be found Castellain v. Preston 
(11 Q. B. D. 380) and other cases on subrogation ; and Vol. II. is 
devoted to various special forms of insurance—accident, fidelity, and 
guarantee insurance, with a section on special risks. In this last 
section is included War Risks Insuiance, on which five cases are 
collected, all of them recent, and one being the Janson case (1902, 
A. C. 484). But the greater part of this volume is occupied with 
Workmen’s Compensation Cases, and the completeness and care with 
which these have been collected and arranged form a _ leading 
feature of the work. It should be said that in addition to the pre- 
fatory notes to each section, which form a geperal guide to the cases 
comprised in it, the cases themselves have short notes appended, in 
which it is pointed out how they have been followed or distinguished 
in other cases. The preparation of the work has been a task involv- 
ing both ability and industry, and the authors have given the 
profession a very valuable compendium of the case law of insurance. 


Books of the Week. 


County Courts.—The County Courts Practice, 1915, 
Edited by Wittiam Ceci, Smyty, K.C., LL.B. Cantab., Judge of 
County Courts, and Wit1am James Brooks, M.A. Oxon., Barris 
ter-at-Law. With Special Chapters on Employers’ Liability and 
Workmen’s Compensation, by Gitpert Stone, BA. LL.B, 
Barrister-at-Law ; on Costs and Court Fees, by W. H. Warreock, 
and ArtHur L. Lowe, Registrars of Birmingham County Court ; 
and on Admiralty and Merchant Shipping, by H. H. SaAnpeErson, 
Solicitor, of Hull. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 25s. 

Criminal Appeal.—Criminal Appeal Cases. Reports of 
Cases in the Court of Criminal Appeal, November 2nd, 9th,-16th, 
23rd, 1914. Edited by Herman Conen, Barrister-at Law. Vol. XL, 
Part 2. Stevens & Haynes. 3s. net. . 

Tithe Rent Charge.—Tithe Rent Charge Table. a 
ninth Annual Issue, shewing at a glance the Yearly and Half-yearly 
Values of any Tithe Rent Charge for the year 1915. By Percy 
WittiaM Miniarp, LL.B. FSS. Shaw & Sons, Is. 

Medicine.—A Synopsis of the British Pharmacopwia, 1914, and 
the Poison Laws of Great Britain and Ireland. By H. Wirrerui 
Gapp, F.C.S., Barrister-at-Law. Eighth Edition. Bailliére, Tindall 
& Cox, ls. net. 

Magistrates’ Law.—The Magistrates’ General Practice, 1915 
Twelfth Edition, with an Appendix of Statutes, Rules, and Forms. 
By Cuas. Miner Arkrnson, M.A., LL.M. Cantab., Stipendiary 
Magistrate for the City of Lseds, Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 20s. 

Trusts.—Godefroi on the Law of Trusts and Trustees. Fourth 
Edition. By Sypney Epwarp Wittiams, Barrister - at - Law. 
Stevens & Sons, Ltd. 30s. 





It was reported in Dublin on Tuesday that Lord Justice Holmes con 
templates an early retirement from the Court of Appeal in Ireland. 
Lord Justice Holmes, who was called to the Irish bar in 1863, took silk 
in 1877, became a judge of the Queen’s Bench in 1887, and afterwards 





was promoted to the Court of Appeal, 
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Correspondence. 
Real Property and Conveyancing Bill, 1914. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—In view of the report of the General Council of the Bar on 
the Conveyancing Bill, 1913, to the effect that the object in view, 
namely, “to simplify the title to and the transfer of land” must be 
sought by some other road than that Bill, 1 venture to invite your 
readers to give consideration to, and to comment upon, the scheme 
of which I gave an outline in a former letter, 57 Soricrrors’ 
JOURNAL, 800. 

susiness men do not wish to take away the legitimate emoluments 
of lawyers, but fe complaint against the existing system of con- 
veyancing by deed is that they pay for title but do not get perfect 
security, and the objection will remain, even if the late Mr. Wolsten- 
holme’s schemes (as embodied in the Conveyancing Bill, 1913) are 
carried out. 

The scheme suggested consists, in effect, of a registration of the 
root of title and of registration of deeds relating to subsequent title, 
and it is easily adapted to settled land. It is an amalgamation of a 
system of title guarantee with the existing systems of registration, 
and registration of deeds and ordinary conveyancing, and is the only 
scheme which promises a uniform system for the whole country. 

Thus, for example, we will suppose A B registered as proprietor 
of Blackacre. 

A settlement by A B will be indicated in the register and in the 
land certificate by a marginal entry of the deed of settlement, and a 
sale by A B under the Settled Land Acts will take place as at 
present, the vendor's solicitor delivering an abstract of title, con- 
sisting of the root of title and the settlement. The registrar will 
not investigate title at all, but will require a certificate from counsel 
and solicitor (or from a solicitor only in all matters under a given 
amount), to the effect that on production to the registrar of the 
tenant for life’s conveyance to C D the registrar may register a 
a transfer from A B to C D. 

Where a settlement was made before registration, the tenant for 
life could be registered and the settlement (although dated before 
registration) allowed to be entered against the title. 

If a mortgagee from A B required a transfer of the legal estate, 
an entry would he made that A B was proprietor under the mort- 
gage deed subject to the mortgage, and a second land certificate 
could be issued to A B subject to the mortgage, so as to enable A B 
to deal with his equity of redemption. 

It may be that the scheme is open to some fundamental objection 
that escapes me, but in view of the report of the General Council of 
the Bar I trust that your readers will give it their indulgent con- 
sideration. . WM. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


ABRAHAM v. DIMMOCK. No.2. 27th, 28th, and 30th November. 

Monry-LENDER—Excessive Interest—HarsH aNnD UNCONSCIONABLE 
‘TRANSACTION—QUESTIONS FoR JUDGE AND Nor ror Jury—AccountT 
Rererrev to Recistraar—Basis or Account—Nore nor TAKEN BY 








County Covurr JupGe—CERTIFICATE—MATERIALS FoR DECISION ON 
APPEAL—Money-Lenpers Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vicr. c. 51), s. 1, suB 
SECTION 1—R.S.C., orp. 59, rR. 8. 


By section 1, sub-section 1, of the Money-lenders Act, 1900, where pro- 
ceedings are taken in any court by a money-lender for the recovery of 
any money lent, or the enforcement of any agreement or security made 
or taken in reapect of money lent, and there is evidence which satisfies 
the court that the interest charged in reapect of the sum actually lent 
is excessive, or that the amounts charged for expenses, dc., are exces- 
sive, and that in either case the transaction is harsh and unconscionable, 
the court may reopen the transaction and take an account between the 
parties and relieve the party sued as therein mentioned. 

Held, that the questions whether the interest charged is excessive, 
and whether the transaction is harsh and unconscionable, are for the 
judge, and not for the jury, though these questions may partly depend 
upon facts to be ascertained by the jury. 

Decision of Divisional Court (1914, 2 KX. B. 372) affirmed. 

Appeal by the defendant from a decision of a Divisional Court 
(Ridley and Bankes, JJ.) (reported 1914, 2 K. B. 372), directing a new 
trial, on the ground that the questions whether the interest is exces- 
sive and whether the transaction is harsh and unconscionable within 
the meaning of section 1 of the Money-lenders Act, 1900, are questions 
not for a jury, but for a judge. The plaintiff, a registered money- 
lender, claimed in the Luton County Court to recover £56 5s. on a 
promissory note made by the defendant, and given by him to the 
plaintiff as security for money lent and interest at about 200 per cent. 
The county court judge left two questions to the jury: (1) Was the 








transaction excessive? and (2) Was the transaction harsh and uncog. 
scionable? The jury answered both questions in the affirmative, ang 
said that 50 per cent. was a reasonable rate of interest. The judge 
thereupon referred the matter of account to the registrar, who found 
that a balance of over £55 was due to the defendant, and gave j 
ment in his favour for that amount. The Divisional Court ordered 4 
new, trial, and expressed the opinion that, in taking the account, pay. 
ments made from time to time by the borrower ought not to b 
allocated to the payment of principal instead of the interest due from 
the borrower. The defendant appealed, and contended that the j 
had rightly left the two questions to the jury. Without hearing 
respondent's counsel, 

Buckiey, L.J., said that the defendant objected to the order of th 
Divisional Court on various grounds. He complained that the h 
of the appeal had been irregular. He said, and said truly, that th 
learned county court judge did not take any note of the evidence o 
of the points raised before him. Some considerable time after the 
trial, at the plaintiff's request, he supplied a note which he had made 
from his recollection, with the assistance of a newspaper report. He 
subsequently gave his certificate, but it was a condition precedent t 
the hearing of an appeal from a county court that there should bk 
produced either the judge’s note or a certificate of the judge that 
no note had been taken by him. The certificate did not state that was 
the case here. It was said also that the —— had not taken th 
point before the county court judge that the two questions under the 
Act of 1900 were for the judge, and not for the jury. But there wa 
clear evidence that the judge had himself taken the point, and had 
decided, in accordance with authorities, to leave them to the jury. 
(See Burton v. Companies Registration Agency, 1906, 23 T. L. R. 151, 
and Samuel v. Pazolt, 1907, 23 T. L. R. 622). For himself, he was 
satisfied that no note had been taken, neither had the judge givens 
certificate that no note had been taken. But on an appeal it was ope 
to the court to make use of the best materials which they could obtain 
for informing themselves of what had taken place at the tria'. (Be 
ord. 59, r. 8). A request to a county court judge to take a note wa 
not a condition precedent to the hearing of an appeal. He thought 
that Cook v. Gordon (61 L. J. Q. B. 445) was wrongly decided. The 
only condition precedent was that the point on which the appeal was 
brought should have been raised in the county court, and decided y 
the judge. There was no doubt here that it was raised—it wa 
immaterial by whom—and was decided by the judge’s leaving the ques 
tions to the jury. It was argued by Mr. Lort-Williams for the de 
fendant that the words in section 1, ‘“‘where . . the action is 
harsh and unconscionable the court may reopen the trans 
action,’’ did not bind a court of law to read the words “the court” 
as meaning the judge in every case, and the procedure under the od 
Usury Acts, in which the jury had, to decide if the interest charged was 
usury, was relied on. It was also said that the expression “‘ the court” 
was used obviously in other parts of the Act as pointing to the tribunal 
which had to deal with a question of fact, and therefore referred tos 
jury. In his view these were questions for the judge after he ha 
taken the finding of the jury on any question of fact that might bei 
dispute, to assist him in arriving at a right conclusion on the fact. The 
Divisional Court therefore had been right in directing a new trial. With 
regard to the question as to the proper method of taking accounts, he 
could not see anything wrong in the judgment of the Divisional Court 
The appeal must therefore be dismissed. 

Pumtrmore and Pickrorp, L.JJ., gave judgment to the like effect. 
Appeal dismissed.—Counsex, for the defendant, J. R. Lort-William 
and Horace Douglas ; for the plaintiff, J. B. Matthews, K.C., and Bala. 
Soricrrors, W. Bloomer, Luton; Windybank & Co. 

{Reported by Busxtxs Rerp, Barrister-at-Lew.) 


GOLDSOLL v. GOLDMAN AND OTHERS. No.1. 17th December. 


COVENANT IN Restraint or TRADE—VENDOR AND PuRCHASER— REASON 
ABLE PROTeCTION—SEVERABILITY OF THE COVENANT Born As Reoakpi 
AREA AND Nature or BusINngss. 

The vendor of a business covenanted with the purchaser not to ente 
into competition with him as a dealer in real or imitation jewellery 
for a period of two years in the areas of the United Kingdom, Franc, 
the United States, Spain, Russia, Berlin and Vienna. The vendor, 
whose business had been entirely concerned with imitation jewellery 
having committed a breach of the covenant, 

Held, that though in its entirety it was wider than was required [# 

the protection of the purchaser in his business, it was severable, am 

ought to be A hes! against the defendant to the extent of restra™ 
ing him from carrying on a competing business in imitation 7 wellery 
in the United Kingdom. 

Order of Neville, J., varied by omitting the. words “‘ real or.” 

Appeal by the defendant from a decision of Neville, J. reported 
ante, p. 43). The plaintiff carried on business as a dealer in jewel 
under the name of Tecla, and the defendant was largely interested nm 
a company known as Terisa (Limited), carrying on a similar buses 
which mainly consisted in the sale of imitation pearls and other ge@®* 
The gold used for mounting purposes was real, and occasionally 
diamonds or other gems were used in settings, but there was practically 
no business done in real gems alone. The plaintiff by an indentere 
25th June, 1912, agreed to sell his business to a company promoted j 
the defendant—the London Tecla Gem Co. (Limited)—and cove 
that for a period of ten years (afterwards reduced by agreement ¥ 
two) from 3lst October, 1912, he would not directly or indirectly 
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on, or be engaged, concerned, or interested in, or render services to the 
business of a vendor of or dealer in real or imitation jewellery in the 
county of London, England, Scotland, Ireland, Wales or any part of 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, or the Isle of Man 
or in France, the United States of America, Russia or Spain, or within 
twenty-five miles of Potsdamer Strasse, Berlin, or twenty-five miles of 
St. Stephans Kirche, Vienna. The defendant also agreed to acquire 
the complete ownership of Terisa (Limited), and to discontinue the 
use of the name. The plaintiffs Goldsoll and the Tecla Co. complained 
that within a short time after the execution of the agreement two néw 
shops dealing in imitation jewellery were opened in the same street 
as their own, carried on by the defendants J. H. Sessel and Sessel & 
Co., that the plaintiff owned or was largely interested in them, and 
that the other defendants, who had formerly been associated with 
Terisa (Limited), had instigated him to commit these breaches of coven 
ant. Neville, J., held that the covenant was severable as regards 
different areas, and that, as it was carried on chiefly by advertisements 
jn certain weekly illustrated papers circulating all over the United 
Kingdom, the part of it confined to any part of the kingdom (includ- 
ing the Isle of Man) was not too wide to be enforced, and granted an 
injunction accordingly, with £10 damages against the remaining de- 
fendants. The defendant Goldman appealed. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said the question was whether the 
covenant between the parties was unreasonable as it stood, or if un 
reasonable, whether it was severable so as to be good in part and bad 
in part. The plaintiff was carrying on the business of selling imita 
tion jewellery, especially imitation pearls. He did not carry on busi 
ness at all in real pearls, though the gold and diamonds which he used 
were real. The plaintiff and defendant were in competition, and an 
agreement, for which ample consideration was given, was entered into 
between them in order to eliminate such competition. [His lordship 
having read the covenant, proceeded :] The appellant had been found 
by the learned judge below to have been assisting a co-defendant who 
was carrying on a business practically identical with that of the plain- 
tiffs in the very same street. Apart from any legal objections, there 
was a clear breach of covenant. As to the area of restriction, his lord 
ship entirely agreed that it was unreasonably large in extending to 
foreign countries, but according to a long series of authorities, the 
covenant was severable in respect of area, and that being so it ought to 
be enforced as regards Great Britain and Ireland and the Isle of Man. 
No objection was taken to the limit of time. But as the plaintiff's 
business was one entirely concerned with imitation jewellery, or articles 
consisting of a mixture of real and imitation jewellery, the defendant 
ought not to be restrained from engaging in the sale of real jewellery, 
which it was admitted was another and totally different kind of busi 
ness. The covenant must be such as, but no more than, was necessary 
to protect the convenantee’s business. .The doctrine of severability 
applied to that part of the covenant. The order made by Neville, J., 
was perfectly right. with the exception that the words ‘real or”’ 
should be struck out. Subject thereto, the appeal would be dismissed 
with costs: 

Kennepy, L.J., who observed that as the doctrine of severability 
had been admitted by the courts, it was no use to urge objections to 
it; and if ever there was a case of severability as to area it was the 
present one; and 

Swinren Eapy. L.J.. delivered judgement to the same effect 
Counser. Righy Swift, K.C., and Lincoln Reed; C. BE. Jenkina, K.C., 
and W. BF. Vernon. Sorscrrors, W. B. Glasier; J. BR. Cardew-Smith 

(Reported by H. Lanororp Lewis, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 


MITSUI & CO. (LIM.) ». MUMFORD. Bailhache, J. 10th and 2)st 
December. 
Insvrance—War—Goops at ANTWerP—OccuPATION By GERMANS 
Constructive Tora Loss. 

A policy of insurance covered the assured “ against loss of or damage 
fo timber at Antwerp directly caused by . . . war military oF 
ow ony power . .. no claim to attach thereto for delay . . . or lose of 
market, or for confiscation by the government of the country in which 
the property is situated. Antwerp was seized by the Germans, and 
sccupied by them under their military and civil administration. The 
Msured gave notice of abandonment, and brought an action on the policy 
for a total or constructive total lose. 

Held, that in the absence of seizure there was no foundation for the 

mm. 

The plaintiffs, owners of timber stored in warehouses in Antwerp, 
took out with the defendant, an underwriter, a policy of insurance 
dated 5th August, 1914, for three months from 4th August to 3rd 
November. he risks insured against were thus described in the 
Policy : “‘ Against loss of or damage to timber at Antwerp directly 
Caused by... war. military or usurped power... no claim to 
ttach thereto for delay . . . or loss of market, or for confiscation by 

government of the country in which the property is situated.”’ 
¢ timber, at the time of the trial of the action, wag still stored in 
the same warehouse, and was being watched by two foremen of the 
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plaintiffs’ agent at Antwerp Antwerp was seized by the Germans on 
9th October, was at present in their occupation, and under their mili 
tary and civil administration. On 14th August the plaintiffs gave notice 
of abandonment. It was contended by the plaintiffs that. under the 

ircumstances, the timber was a total or constructive total loas. and 
that there fore the underwriters were now liable under the policy Cur 
ad vult g 

SAILHACHE, J., said it was necessary to determine the meaning of 

the word ‘‘loss"’ as used in the policy. The plaintiffs, by their plead 
ings, claimed that ‘* loss’? meant total or constructive total loss, and 
they alleged in the latter connection notice of abandonment. In other 
words, they treated the policy as if it were to be construed as a marine 
policy. The defendants said that was entirely wrong, and that the 
allegation of constructive total loss, coupled with notice of abandon- 
ment, disclosed no cause of action. He thought the plaintiffs’ pleading 
was wrong in form. The expression ‘‘ constructive total loss”’ was, 
so far as he knew, never used except in marine insurance. Moreover, 
the rule that, to entitle an assured to claim for a constructive total loss 
there must be a precedent notice of abandonment, was confined to and 
was an integral part of constructive total loss, and was unknown out 

side marine insurance (see per Brett, L.J., in Kaltenbach v. Mai 

kenzie, 3 C. P. D. 467, at p. 471) It did not follow from that, 
however, that actual permanent deprivation of the timber was essential 
to that case. It was a business p licy, and if the facts shewed a loss of 
timber in a commercial sense, he would hold the plaintiffs entitled to 
succeed. If the plaintiffs were unable, owing to a peril insured against, 
to deal with the timber, and were liable to be prevented for so long 
a time that the cost of warehousing would in all probability exceed 
the value of the timber before the plaintiffs could dispose of it, he would 
be prepared to hold that there was a loss of timber within the meaning 
of the policy. In such a case there would need to be an abandonment 
f the timber to the underwriters. Abandonment and notice of aban 
donment were quite different things. The former was common to all 
contracts of indemnity; the latter, as giving special rights to the 
assured, was peculiar to marine insurance. The plaintiffs put forward 
the following propositions which they based on the facts :—(1) That 
Antwerp was alien enemy territory for the time being; (2) that busi 

ness interceurse with persons in Antwerp was forbidden by common 
law and by the Proclamation of 9th September last; (3) that the 
plaintiffs were thereby deprived of the possession of the timber, or, at 
any rate, of the power of selling it; and (4) that the timber was thus 
a total or constructive total loss, or a loss within the meaning of the 
policy. He would assume in the plaintiffs’ favour the accuracy of the 
first two propositions A useful discussion of the nature of the 
occupation by an invader which would make the invaded and occupied 
territory enemy territory for the time being was to be found in the case 
of Cremidi v. Powell—The Gerasimo (11 Moore P. C. 88), and an 
actual instance of hostile occupation amounting to a temporary 
annexation of territory was to be found in the case of United States v. 
Pice (17 United States sup Court tep. 246) The second proposition 
seemed rather harsh, but he thought the plaintiffs were right (see 7'h: 
Rayd, 12 U.S. Sup. Court Rep 155. and McConnell v. Hector, 3 Bos. & P 

113). The plaintiffs’ next contention that the facts ae stated, coupled 
with the legal effect of those facts, together constituted a loss of their 
timber within the meaning of the polis y, seemed to him to be unsustain 
able. That was loss of market rather than loss of goods, and for loss 
of market only the defendants were not liable The plaintiffs next said 
that it was a business policy, not on goods simpliciter, but on goods 
for trading, and that what wasereally insured was the commercial 
adventure, and that if that was frustrated by a peril insured against, 
the underwriters were liable The case of Podoconachi v. Elhott (LL. R 
9 C. P. 518) was an instance of that. He found it impossible to apply 
the doctrine of destruction of a contemplated adventure, to use Lord 
Ellenborough’s phrase, to the case of goods in warehouse under no 
contract of sale, but merely waiting a favourable opportunity for sale, 
especially as in that case a considerable quantity of timber was 
normally in warehouse for many months. The plaintiffs’ last point was 
that there had been a loss of timber because, although it had not been 
seized by the Germans, there was a strong probability that it would 
either be confiscated by the Germans or at least commandeered by them ; 
but without seizure there was no foundation for the claim In his 
judgment there had not been a loss of the timber to the plaintiffs, 
either actual or commercial, and the result was that there would be 
judgment for the defendants with costs —Counstt, Lealie Scott, K.C., 
ind Rueburn; Leck, K.C., and R. A. Wright. Sorscrrors, Waltons 
Co. ; Vellor & Co 
(Reported by Leonany O. Taomas, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
IN PRIZE, 


THE “ODESSA” AND THE ‘CAPE CORSO.”’ Sir Samuel Evans, P, 
7th and 2lst December. 
Prize Law—Exemy Sure Conpemnep—No Ricuts Recoontzen 1s 
Piepores or THE Enemy Carco 
Pledqees of ene carao have no rights aamnat that car ge 
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The decisions in The Ida (Spinks, 26) and The Carlos F. Roses 
(177 U.S. Sup. Ct. Rep. 655) applied. 

In these cases the claimants claimed as pledgees of cargo seized on 
German ships. In the course of the argument the Attorney-General 
intervened, and said that ne had authority for saying that a committee 
had been constituted. called ‘‘ the Prize Claims Committee,’’ for the 
consideration of claims by third parties interested in ships or cargoes 
condemned by the Prize Court, in order that the law laid down by the 
court as to charges over ships or cargoes might not lead to hardship 
in cases when it was right that British, allied, or neutral subjects 
should receive consideration. He was not saying this to prejudice the 
present case, which might be a case in which the court itself would be 
able to give the relief asked for; but he wished the statement to be 
made with as much publicity as possible, as otherwise the claims of 
the Crown might lead to the false impression that they were designed 
to prevent all consideration of claims which, it might be, had merit 
behind them, although they did not justify a decision in their favour 
in the Prize Court itself. It would be unfortunate, if the decision was 
in favour of the Crown, that it should be supposed that the authorities 
responsible should think themselves relieved from the consideration of 
bona fide claims arising outside the court. 

Sir Samuert Evans, P., in giving judgment, said : The claims to the 
cargoes in these two cases are of a like nature. The subject-matter of 
the claim in the first case is 51,043 bags of nitrate of soda, laden in 
the German barque Odessa, which I have already condemned. The 
cargo was captured at sea on 19th August. The claimants are J. Henry 
Schréder & Co., of Leadennall-street, London—a firm of which Baron 
von Schréder, a naturalized subject of this kingdom, and Frank C. 
Tiarks, a British subject, are the partners. The cargo was bought 
from a firm of Chilian merchants, at Valparaiso, by a German com- 
pany carrying on business at Hamburg. By arrangement between this 
German company and Schréder & Co. the latter accepted bills of 
exchange in favour of the sellers against the cargo, and received the 
bills of lading as security for the acceptances and the moneys payable 
under them. The total sum due un ler the bills of exchange (which have 
been paid) amounts to £41,153. The claimants claim the cargo ‘“‘ as 
being the property of British subjects, and/or as holders for full value 
of the bilis of lading therefor,’’ and ‘‘as the persons beneficially 
interested in the cargo.’’ The subject-matter of the second claim is a 
quantity of wood laden in The Cape Corso, a British vessel. She was 
detained for some days at Suez on 7th August, and the cargo was 
seized on the arrival of the vessel at Brixham on 26th Angust. [After 
stating the facts, which were similar to those in the first claim, and 
saying that on a balance of account £6,104 remained due from the 
German buyer, Kiipper, to the claimants, Wm. Brandt, Sons, & Co., of 
Fenchurch-avenue, London, a firm of British subjects, the President 
continued :] The claim was formulated by the claimants as follows :—(a) 
(1) A declaration that the goods are their property. (2) Release to them 
of the said goods. Alternatively—() (1) A declaration that they are 
entitled to possession of the goods. (2) Release of the goods to the 
claimants for sale and retention by them out of the proceeds of sale of 
the amount paid by them for the bills of lading and of the amount of 
costs, losses and expenses (if any). (3) Alternatively for payment to 
them out of the proceeds of sale of the goods of the amounts referred 
to in (2). It was admitted for the claimants in each case (1) that in 
law the property in the cargoes had been transferred to and become 
vested in the German purchasers, and that the latter were at all 
material times the legal ‘‘owners’’ of the cargoes; and (2) that the 
claimants were merely pledgees of the bills of lading representing the 
cargoes as security for moneys advanced, or agreed to be advanced. 
The questions of law now raised are whether the Prize Court should, 
nevertheless, regard the claimants as the real owners of the goods, and 
should therefore release the goods captured on the ground that they 
were not ‘“‘enemy property’’; or whether the court should in some 
way take cognizance of their claims, and direct the captors or the 
Marshal to pay them out of the proceeds. At the outset two things 
must be remembered : first, that this is a court of law; and, secondly, 
that the law to be administered here is the law of nations— i e., the 
law which is generally acknowledged to be the existing law applicable 
between nations by the general body of enlightened international legal 
opinion. The decisions of a court of law should proceed upon defined 
principles. Those principles have to be applied to ever-varying sets 
of facts. In the domain of international law in particular there is room 
for the extension of old doctrines or the development of new principles, 
where there is, or is likely to be. a general acceptance of such bv 
civilized nations. Precedents handed down from earlier days should 
be treated as guides to lead and not as shackles to bind. But the 
guides must not be lightlv deserted or cast aside. Already, in the 
course of the present war, I have had to deal with questions not remote 
from those raised in these proceedings In The Marie Glaeser (59 
Soxicrrors’ Journar, 8; 1914, P. 218) the positions of owners of enemy 
vessels and of other persons. neutral and British subiects, claiming 
liens or charges unon the vessels, fell to be decided. In The Miramichi 
(59 Soricrrors’ Journat, 107) rules for determining the ‘ownership ”’ 
of cargoes laden in an innocent ship had to be laid down. In The 
Marie Glaeser the decision was that in cases of capture no mortgages, 
liens, or charges on an enemy ship could be set up in this court against 
the captors. In The Miramichi it was held that, in cases of seizure. 
the “ownership ” of or “property ’’ in a cargo shipped during peace 
depends upon the municipal law governing contracts for the sale and 
purchase of goods. I must adhere to those decisions, unless and until 


they are corrected by a higher tribunal. As to charges or liens, no 
doubt a distinct line could drawn between ships and cargoes laden 
in them, if it were deemed right to make such a distinction. But it 
has never yet been made, I think, in eny authority by the Prize Court 
of any nation. The reasons for not allowing any charges or liens 
against ships are set out in The Marie Glaeser and the many authorities 
therein cited. I will just refer to three instances—The Marianna 
(6 C. Rob. 24), The Ida (Spinks, 26), and The Carlos F. Roses (177 
U.S. Rep. 655). It is impossible to distinguish the two last named 
cages from those with which I am now dealing. In the first case now 
before the court (Z7’he Odessa) the vessel and the cargo are both “ pro- 
perties "’ belonging to enemy subjects. What reason of any validity, 
or even plausibility, can there be for barring the claims of British or 
neutral subjects having liens or charges upon the vessel and at the 
same time allowing similar claims against the cargoes? I can see none. 
Accordingly, upon authority and principle, inasmuch as the claims 
if Schréder & Co. and Brandt & Co. are founded upon their positions 
as pledgees, and not legal owners, they cannot, in my judgment, be 
allowed. But it is argued that, altnough the claimants were not the 
legal owners of the cargoes, they had such a beneficial interest therein 
that their claims should be allowed. To accede to this proposition 
would be to open a door for all sorts of inquiries and calculations which 
nas been consistently and firmly closed by my predecessors and by 
Courts of Prize. The only safe guiding principle is to ascertain who 
are the legal owners of the cargoes, and if the goods are found to be 
the property in law of an enemy, to condemn them, or if they are 
the property of neutrals or British subjects to release them, as was 
done in The Miramichi. My judgment, therefore, is that in none of 
the forms suggested can the duiae in either case be allowed, and I 
must condemn the cargoes in both cases as lawful prize.—Covunstt, 
in the case of The Odessa, Sir J. Simon, A.-G., Maurice Hill, K.C., 
und 7’. Matthew, for the Crown; Mackinnon, K.C., and C, R. Dunlop, 
for the claimants; in The Cape Corso, Maurice Hill, K.C., and FR. H, 
Yalloch, for the Crown; Stuart Bevan, for the claimants. So.rcrrors, 
The Treasury Solicitor ; Stibbard, Gibson, & Co.; Coward & Hawksley, 
Chance 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister. at-Law.] 


Sor a 


New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations. 


The London Cazette 
other matter :— 

1. A list dated 3lst December, 1914, of British Prize Courts oversea. 
This appears to be the same as that dated 8th October, 1914 (printed 
58 Sonicrtors’ JourNAL, p. 882), with the addition of Zanzibar and of 
Egypt. (Prize Court at Alexandria.) 

2. Form of Certificate of Naturalization in the United Kingdom and 
other forms under the British Nationality and Status of Aliens Act, 
1914, with Table of Fees. : 

The London Gazette of 5th January contains the following :— 


3. A Proclamation dated 4th January under the Customs (Exporta- 
tion Prohibition) Act, 1914, making the following additions to the 
Proclamation of 10th November :— 


{1) That the exportation of the following articles should be pro- 
hibited to all foreign ports in Europe and on the Mediterranean 
aml Black Seas other than those of France, Russia (except Baltic 
Ports), Belgium, Spain, and Portugal :- 

Clover and grase seeds ; 
Motor Vehicles of all kinds and their component parts 

(2) That the exportation of :— 

Fish (whale) oil, viz., train, blubber, sperm or head matter, 
should be prohibited to all destinations abroad. 





of 1st January contains the following war and 








The Value of Tithe Rentcharge 
for 1915. 


Mr. P. W. Millard, the editor of ‘“‘ The Tithe Rentcharge 


Table = 


Shaw & Sons, Fetter-lane, London, E.C.), writes under date 5th 


inet 

** Calculated as prescribed by the Tithe Acts on the septennial average 
prices of wheat, barley, and oats for 1908-14, which are published this 
evening by the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries, the amount payable 
for 1915 in respect of each £100 of tithe rentcharge will be £77 1s. 444. 
This value is the highest attained in any year since 1890, being £1 5s. Od. 
more than the amount for last year and £10 10s. 7d. more than that 
for 1901, in which year tithe rentcharge reached its lowest level. Next 
year the annual average corn prices for 1908 will drop out of the calcula- 
tion for arriving at the seven years’ average, and will be replaced by 
the annual averages for 1915. As it seems almost certain that the prices 
returned during 1915 will exceed the moderate figures for 1908, 4 
further increase in the septennial averages, and, consequently, in the 
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value of tithé rentcharge may, with some confidence, be predicted for 


next year. 

“The average worth of each £100 of tithe rentcharge for the twenty 
five years—1891-1915—is £71 5s. Ojd., eeeanee with £101 2s. 34d. for 
the previous fifty-four years, the corresponding average for the whole 
yriod of seventy-nine years since the passing of the Tithe Act, 1836 
being £91 13s. 3id.”’ 





Obituary. 
Sir E. C. Macnaghten. 


We regret to record that the Hon. Sir Edward Charles Macnaghten 
died from pneumonia on Thursday night at Dundarave, Bushmills, co 
Antrim, at the age of fifty-five. He was the eldest son of Lord Ma 
naghten—a Lord of Appeal and a life peer, who succeeded to the 
haronetcy in 1911—by his marriage with the danghter of Sir Samuel 
Martin. 

Sir Edward succeeded his father as fifth baronet in 1913. He was 
alled to the bar by Lincoln’s Inn in 1885, and speedily acquired a 

practice ae a junior in the Chancery Division. He took silk in 

, and became a bencher in 1904. As a leader he was sound and 
reliable, and his genial and kindly disposition made him a general 
favourite with the Chancery bar, where his sudden death will be greatly 
regretted. He was twice married, first to the Hon. Gwen Abbott. 
youngest daughter of the third Lord Tenterden, and secondly to the 
aly daughter of the late Thomas Powell, of Coldra, Monmouthshire. 
He leaves two sons by the second marriage, and the title passes to th 
dder, Second Lieutenant Edward Henry Macnaghten, Royal Irish Rifles, 
who was born in February, 1896. 





Legal News. 


Bar Notice. 


Mr. J. Herbert Cunliffe, K.C., will in future practise in Mr. Justice 
Astbury’s court instead of that of Mr. Justice Joyce 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Admission. 


Messrs. Hyman Isaacs & Lewis, of 2, Guildhall-chambers, 31-34, 
Basinghall-street, London, E.C., inform us that as from Ist January, 
1915, Mr. E. Vicror Mrits, who has been associated with them for some 
years, will join them in partnership. The firm will in future be known 
a Hyman eam, Lewis, and Mills. 


Retirement. 


Messrs. Minet, Pering, Smith, & Co., of 7, St. Helen’s-place, London, 
EC., announce that the senior member of their firm, Mr. Pering Castle 
Smith, after some thirty-seven years’ active practice, has decided to 
mtire as from 31st December, 1914. The business will be continued as 

fore, and under the same name, by the remaining partners, Mr. 
N. P. W. Brady and Mr. A. S. Chetwood 


Dissolutions. 


Francis Ince, Georce Brace Cott, Joun Oscar Ince, and Epwarp 
Gawne Roscog, solicitors (Ince, Colt, Ince, & Roscoe), St. Benet 
chambers, Fenchurch-street, in the city of London. December 31. So 
far as regards the said Francis Ince, who retires from the firm. The 
tid George Brace Colt, John Oscar Ince, and Edward Gawne Roscoe 
will continue to carry on tue said business under the style or firm of 
Ince, Colt, & Roscoe as heretofore. 


Jouxy Amery-Parkes, Goprrey Van ZWANENBERG Puitiies, Ricnarp 
Cannot Pearman, James Ernest Mason, and Witt1aM Taytor Parkes, 
wlicitors (Amery-Parkes & Co.), 18, Fleet-street, and Guildhall 
Annexe, in the city of London. December 4. So far as concerns the 
tid Godfrey Van Zwanenberg Phillips, who retires from the said firm. 

said John Amery-Parkes, Richard Carrol Pearman, James Ernest 

, and William Taylor Parkes will continue to carry on the said 

iness in partnership under the style or firm of Amery-Parkes & 
Co, (Gazette, January 1. 


Witum Howarp Gray, Ceci. Broprick, and Epwunp THompson 
st Witson, solicitors (Bell, Brodrick, & Gray), Ormond House, 
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said business will be carried on by the said William Howard Gray and 
Cecil Brodrick in partnership, under the same style. 


Hernert Vizarp, Ernest Firzjonn Otpnam, George Bertram 
Crowper, and Samvuent Ernest Casn, eolicitors and Parliamentary 
avents (Crowders, Vizard, Oldham, & Co.), 51, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
W.C., and 5, Little Coll ve-street, Westminster, S.W. January 1. The 
said Ernest Fitzjohn Oldham, George Bertram Crowder, and Samuel 
Ernest Cash will continue the said business under the style or firm of 
Vizard, Oldham, Crowder, & Cash. 


Norman THarx Davipson and Harorp James Sernorne Woopnovse, 
solicitors (Woodhouse & Davidson}, 10 and 11, Lime-street, in the city 
ity of Westminster. 


of London, and 49, St. James’s-strect, in the 
[Gazette, January 


5. 





General. 


At the London Sessions on Tuesday Mr. R. Wallace, K.C., the chair- 
man, told the grand jury that, compared with the lists of the previous 
year, the decrease in crime in the county was nearly 50 per cent. 


The Metropolitan Water Board is introducing a Bill next Session 
with the object of increasing their power to raise money by the issue 
of bills from £1,000,000 to £2,000,000. In addition, Parliament will 
be asked to authorize the board to borrow £682,500 for the construction 
of new reservoirs, filter-bede, aqueducts, and the machinery required 
for the proposed new works, 


The Local Government Board have given authority for the prepara- 
tion of eleven further town-planning schemes under the Housing, ae 
Planning, &c., Act, 1909. The schemes are authorized to be repared 
by the corporations of Birkenhead, Leeds (two schemes), Pond my Man 


hester, Rochdale, Southend-on-Sea, and Wallsend, and the urban dis 
trict councils of Esher and the Dittons, Grays Thurrock, and Neston 
and Parkgate. , 

Mr. E. G. Pretyman, M.P., has received the following letter from 


Mr. Lloyd George regarding the claims for increment value dufy which 
have been served upon builders and other property owners where sales 
of property have shewn a profit taxable under the Lumeden judg 
ment :—‘‘ | am afraid the Government could not possibly see their way 
to suspend the assessment and collection of increment, value duty gener 
ally, but they are prepared to instruct the Inland Revenue to hold in 
abeyance cases in which the relief claimed by the taxpayer is such as 
would have been granted under the legislation promised by the Prime 
Minister. Such cases could then be allowed to stand over until a date 
to be hereafter fixed. Special consideration will, of course, be ehewn 
in the case of persons liable to increment value duty who are serving 
with H.M. Forces.’’ 


Herama, Son & Daw (estab. 17735), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
erty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, 
heapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone; City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








CAUTION.—The public are warned that a Sectional Bookcase similar 
in name and appearance to the ‘‘Oxford’’ (but differently constructed 
and more expensive) is being advertised. To avoid = disappoint. 
ment it is well to remember that the genuine “‘ Oxford” Sectional 
Bookcase, as exhibited at ‘‘Ideal Homes” and other exhibitions, is 
manufactured only by the sole proprietors, Wmt1am Baker anv Co., 
Oxford, from whom catalogues may be obtained post free.—Advt. 





, Queen Victoria-street, London, E.C. December 31. In future the 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


EMERGENCY 


Date Rora. No. Joven. WARRINGTOS 
Monday Jan. 11 Mr. Farmer Mr. Leach Mr. Greewell Mr. Church 
Tuesday 12 Synge Goldschmidt Charch Farmer 
Wednesday .. 13 Church borrer Leach Goldschmid 
Thursday .... l4 Creswell Synge Borrer Leach 
Friday ao Jolly Farmer Synge borrer 
Saturday .... 16 Bloxam Church Jolly Greswell 

Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

: NEVILLE. Evs. SARGANT. ASTBURY 
Monday Jan. 11 Mr. Bloxam Mr. Borrer Mr. Synge Mr. Goldschmid' 
Tuesday .. lz Jolly Leach borrer Bloxam 
Wednesday .. 15 Synge Greswell Jolly Farmer 
Thursday _ Farmer Jolly Bloxam Chureh 
Friday 15 Church Kloxam Goldschmidt Greswell 
Saturday .... 16 Goldsch midt Mynge Farmer leach 


SITT 


HILARY 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
Arrzat Cover L 


Monday, llth January—Exparte Applica 
tions, Original Motions and Interlocu 
tory Appeals from the Chancery 
Division and Workmen's Compensativ: 
Appea's. 


Aprrzat Covar II. 


Monday, 11th Janvary—Exparte Applics- 
tions, Original Motions and laterlocu 
tory Appeals (if any) from the King’s 
Bench Division and some King’s Beuc! 
Final and New Tria! Appeals. 

King's Bench Final and New Trial 
Appeals will be continued on Tuesday, 
12th January and vontil further notice. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Cuaxceny Covar ITI. 

Mr. Justice JOYCE. 


Monday Jan 11.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...12...Mote and — 
. »_ | Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Wednesday 13 } and non-wit list 
r . Liverpoo! and Manchester 
Thuredsy .. 14} business 
Friday ..... 15.. Mots and non-wit list 
Monday......18.. Sitting in i ~ 
‘. 4 S8ht caus, pete, fur con 
Tuesday ...19 {and non. wit list . 
Wednesday 24) ~ 
Thursday .. 21} Non-wit list 
Friday 22...Mote and non-wit list 
Monday ...,..25.. Sitting in chambers 
ea f Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuesday ...26 {and non-wit list 
Wednesday 27 


Non-wit list 
Thursday ...28 f = and Liverpool 
Friday ..... 29...Motes and non-wit list 
Mon., Feb. 1...8itting in a 
on Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
rt 3 bo non-wit list 
Wednesday 3 
Thureday 4 Non-wit list 
Friday ......  5...Mots and non-wit liet 
Monday...... my y - in ay = 

‘ t caus, ts, fur con, 

Tuesday .. 9 (and non-wit list 
Wednesday 10...Non-wit list 
Thureday 11 } ee and Manchester 
Friday ......12... Mots and non-wit list 
Monday..... 16 ..Bitting in a | 

Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuceday .. 16 and non-wit list 
Wednesday 17) 
Thursday. +4 Non-wit list 
esece 19...Mots and non-wit list 
Monday ......22.. — in cy" 

Sht caus, peta, fur con, 
Tuesday .. 23 { and non-wit list 


Wednesday 24...Non-wit list 
Thursday ...26 | Manchester and Liverpool 
Friday __ ...26...Mote and non-wit list 
Mon., Mar. 1 Ty: in —- 

t caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuceday ... 3 i end non-wit list 
Wednesday 3; . 
Thursday... 45 Non-wis list 
Friday ...... 5...Mote and non-wit list 


Monday...... ” ge] in ge = 
Sht caus, ar oon, 
Tusaday . \ and non-wit list 


Wednesday 10... Non-wit list 
Thursday ...11 { Liverpool and Manchester 


Friday ......12., Mots and non-wit list 

Monday eer yy 
t caus, pets, fur con, | 

Tuesday wwl6 | Sod wom wit ist eT 


APPEAL CoURT 


' 


Mr. Justice Mr. Jastice 


INGS, 1915. 
Wednesday 17} Non-wit liat 


Thursday ...18 5 

Friday ......10...Mote ani non-wit list 
Monday .....22 . Sitting in chambers 

an eo { Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuesiay ...23) and non-wit list 
Wednesday 24...Non-wit list 

E aw on f Manchester and Liverpo | 
Thursday .. 25 { Sasinews 

Friday ......26...Mota and non-wit list 
Monday «eee 29... Sitting in chambers 

an ay } Sbt caus, peta, fur con, 
Tuesday ...30) and non-wit list 
Wednesday 31...Non-wit list 

An 


cause intended to be heard as a 
short cause must be so marked in the 
cause book at least one clear day bef re 
the same can be put im the paper to be 
ao heard. Two copies of minutes of the 

roposed judgment or order muss be 
eft in court with the judge’s clerk one 
clear day before the cause is to be pnt 
in the paper. In default the cause will 
not be put in the paper. 

N.B.—The following papers on farther con 
sideration are required for the use of th 
Judge, viz. :—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed order, 1 copy pleadings 1 
copy judgment and | copy master’s verti 
feate, which must be left in court with 
the judge’s clerk one clear day before 
the farther consideration ix ready to 
come into the paper. 


Cuaycery Covar I. 
Ma, Jostics WARRINGTON, 
Except when other Business ia advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Warrington will take Actions with Wit- 
nes:es throughout the Sittings. 
The Court will sit at 10.15 and rire at 
4.15 each day except Saturday, when 
there will be no Sitting. 


Cuaxceny Covar IV. 
Ma. Justics NEVILLE. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Ju-tice 
Neville will take Actions with Witnesses 
throoghout the Sittings. 

The Court will sit at 10.16 and rise at 
4.15 each day except Saturday, when 
there will be no sitting. 


Logp Omaxcecton’s Covrr, 

Ma. Jvsticz EVE. 
Exoept when other Business is advertised 
tm the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Bittings. 


Doring these Bittings the Court wil sit 
each day until 430 pm., except on 
Saturdays, when there will be no sitting. 


Cuancear Covar V. 
Ma. Jvstice SARGANT. 
In this Court the work will be taken as 


follows :-- 
Mondays ......... ——- Summonees 
t caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuesdays won oe non-wit list 


Wednesdays .. Non-Witness List 
Thursdays ......Non-Witness List. 
Fridays............M0tions and Non-Witness 


Cuancesy Covrr I. 
Ma. Justice ASTBURY. 
The Business in this Court (except when 
otherwise advertised) will be taken as 
follows :— 
Mondays .... 


Tuesdays .., 


».. Sitting in chambers 
| Companies Acts and non- 
( wit list 


THE COURT 
HiILary 
Che Appes 
FROM THE CHANCERY 


DIVISION, THE PROBATE, 
DIVORCE AND ADMIR 
ALTY DIVISION (PROBATE 


AND DIVORCE), AND THE 
COUNTY PALATINE AND 
STANNERIES COURTS. 
(ieneral List.) 
1913 
In re P C Smith, dee Smith v 
Smith s o generally) 


In re an Application, No 349,763, 
by the Texas Co for registra- 
tion and In re The Trade Marks 


Act, 1905 (s o generally) 
1914 
Ay penrodt Vv London County 
Council (s o generally) 
\ctiengesellschaft Fur Anilin 
Fabrication in Berlin and ant 


v Levenstein Id 


In the Matter of the Estate of 
Sir John E A Murray Scott, 
tart, dec Scott and ors v 
Scott and ors appl of deft, 


Baroness Sacville 
In re The Estate of Jonn Davey 


dec—Prisk and ors v Mitchell 
& Bawden (s o generally for 
Attorney-Gen) , 
\ttorney-Gen V The Great 
Northern Ry Co (s o until 


after judgt in House of Lords) 
In the Matter of Letters Patent 
granted to John Eustace Jame 
son and ors, No 10,370 of 1912 
Mainprice and anr v Worth 
In re Woodward's Settlement 
Tweedie and ors v The Rever- 


granted to Edward Mertens. 
No 17.198 of 1904 


Foran v Attorney-Gen (s 0 gener 


v Lacon and ors 
Swansea Gas Light Co v Swansea 
Urban District Council 


La Societe Anonyme Dubonnet 
and In re the opposition theret« 
No 5,724 and In re The Trade 
Marks Act, 1905 

Same No 350,917 of Same and Ir 


Boord & Son (Incorporated) 


Scott, Bart, dec 


before Jan 20, 1915) 
Browne v Crocker 
Kettel well v The Globe Trust ld 
In re Alfred Maber, dec Ware 
v Maber and ors 


WAR-TIME, 


It’s 





List. 
N.B.—There will be no Saturday Bittine~, 
buat on other days the Court will #: « 
10.15 and rise at 4.15 


THE 
Its RESPONSIBILITIES AR 


SITTINGS, 


In re Application No 350,917 of 


re the opposition No 5,707 of 


In re the Estate of Sir JE A M 
Scott v Scott 

appl of deft, Baroness Sackville 
Herbert Morris ld v Saxelby (not 


Wednesdays ...Fur con and non- wit lig, 
Thuredays ......Non-wit list 
= { Mota, sht causes, pete and 





Fridays....... non-wit list 

There will be no Sitting on Saturdays, 
the Court will sit from 10.1 to iw 
other days. 

OF APPEAL. 


1915. 


ils or other sJusiness proposed to be taken will, from time ta 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 


Companies (Winding Up 
Cos (Consolidation) Act, 
and In re The Balfour Prome 
tion Syndicate ld 

Attorney-Gen v North Eastern Ry 

In re Bagots, Hutton & Co Id and 
In re Trade Marks Act, 1905 

In re O'Grady, dec O'Grady 4 
Wilmot 

Attorney-Gen vy 
Shoredit« h 

Read v The Stella Conduit Co 

In re The Monolithic Building C 
ld Tacon v Tne Company and 
ors 

In re Richard Dawson, de 
tisson v Bathurst 

In re De Tivoli Mossep \ Daniels 
and ors 

In re De Tivoli Mossop v Daniels 

Companies Winding Up In re 
Companies (Consolidation) A 
1908 In re National Genera 
Insce Co ld 

Thorburn v Turner and ors 

Thwaite v George 

In re Robbins Robbins \ 
and ors 

Richards vy Bostock and ors 

In re Strickland Hoare v Clarke 

Essien v Bastard 

In re Trade Marks, &c of Imperial 
Tobacco Co (of Great Britain 
& Ireland) ld 

In re Marlay 


May rr, ke of 


Pat 


Podmore 


Rutland v Bury 


Hailsham Cattle Market Co +1 
Tolman 
FROM THE PROBATE AND 


DIVORCE DIVISION. 


sionary Interest Soe and ors Final and New Trial List) 
s oO generally) 1914 
In the Matter of Letters Patent Dugdale v Dugdale 


Ward v Ward 


FROM THE CHANCERY AN? 


ally for Solicitor-Gen) py ’ : n 
In re John Allott, dec Allott ar aenee . AND DIVORCE 
Allott SIONS 
In re H 8S H Lacon, dec Lacon (Interlocutory List.) 


1914. 
Brind v_ Mitchell (not before 
Feb 1, 1915) 


Smith, Coney & Barrett v Becker 
Gray & Co 

The British Thomson- Houston € 
Id v Duram ld 

Von Hellfeld vy Rechnitzer and 0 


In re Sutton Sutton v Sutton 


PALA 


FROM THE COUNTY : 
LAN 


TINE COURT OF 
CASTER. 
(General List 
1914. 
McVittie v Oldham Corpn | 
1 Hampton v The Toxteth 
operative Provident Sor ld 


But — Don’t ForGer 


MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL 


E GREAT AND MusT BE MET. 








pete and 


urdays ; 
to 48 


1908 


Prome 


tern Ry 


’ ld and 


Clarke 


Impera 
Sritau 


Bury 


t lo 


F AND 


RY AND 
TVORCE 


t before 
v Becker 
uston C 


rer and on 
Sutton 


y PALA 
F LA 


yrpn 
xteth Ue 
Soc Id 
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FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
In re A Debtor (expte The 
Debtor), No 343 of 1913 (s o for 


settlement) 
In re A Debtor (expte The 
Debtor), No 1,208 of 1914 
In re Captain A H Wood (expte 
R Leslie Id), No 1,113 of 1912 


In re A Debtor (expte The 
pate, No 39 of 1914 
In re William Walker, trading 


and described in the Receiving 
Order as David Smith & Co 
fexpte The Debtor), No 339 of 
1914. 

In re A Debtor (expte 
Debtor), No 1,145 of 1914 

In re A Wilson Hughes (expte B J 
Norton, The Trustee v Samue! 
Smith Seal) 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
Judgments Reserved, 
(Final List.) 


Polurrian Steamship Co v Young 

Continental Tyre and Rubber Co 
(Great Britain) ld’ vy Thomas 
Tilling 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1913, 


Bendix v. Chilian Syndicate Id 


and anr (not before July 1, 
1915) 

Stepney and Bow Educational 
Authority v The Commrs of 


Inland Revenue ‘Revenue Side) 

Tabraham v Kellett 

1914. 

Newton v The Mayor, &c, of St 
Marylebone 

Bradbury v Meace 

West Riding of Yorkshire Rivers 
Board v Linthwaite Urban Dis 
trict Council 

Ia Parana Société v John Voss & 
oO 

Fairbanks v 
Iron Co ld 

Newitt v Leggatt and ors 

Issett v Birmingham and Warwick 
Canal Navigation Co 

Robin and ors v Whitehead and 


Florence Coal and 


ors 

Shaffer v Sheffield and anr 

In re The Agricultural Holdings 
Act, 1908, and In re an Arbitra- 
tion between Cross & Morrison 

Vaal v Roberts 

Maskell vy Horner 

Associated Newspapers Id and ors 
Vv Mayor, &c., of City of London 

Mayor, &c., of the City of London 
v Associated New spapers Id and 
ors 

Adam v Ward 

aylor v Cardiff Gas Light and 
Joke Co 

L'Union Compagnie Anonyme 
D’Assce Contre L’Incendie v 
_ British Crown Ass« e Corpn 


Davies v Williams 

Day v Willard and ors 

In the Matter of The Arbitration 
Act, 1889, and In the Matter of 
Lotal Government Act, 1888 
The ( ounty Council of Glamor 
gan, The Mayor, &c, of Cardiff 
and the Mayor, &c, of the 
County Borough of Swansea 
J Buckmaster Vv Venning Syn 
dicate ld and Everett, and Ir 


The | 


| Issue—J H Brown v H J Buck 
master 

Upton v Curtis 

British Business Motors ld v 8S F 
Edge ld & Edge 

Lewis v Mills 

Smith v Greig 

Robinson v Smith 

Yuills ld v The Lodore Steamship 
Co ld 

William Whitaker & Co Kd vy 
Joshua Tetley & Son Id 

Hayward and ors v Bullard and 
anr Hayward v Bullard and 
anr 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue v 
Smyth (Revenue S:de) 

Hunter v Commrs of 
Revenue (Revenue Side) 

Dreyfus v The Niger Co, Id 

Horwick v Symond 

Grimsby Palace Theatre 
Buffet ld v Merson 

Procter v Tarry and anr 

The Pyman Steamship Co Ki v 
Hull and Barnsley Ry Co 

Goodman v Fradd 

Hey v Baxter 

Biggs v Thomas Anderson ld 

O'Donoghue v Cheshire 
Committee 

Perfecta Seamless Steel Tube and 
Conduit Co ld v Royles ld 

Fortescue v Smith, Son & Gow 
land 

E W J Savill v S Dalton 

Java Hevea Rubber and Tobacco 
Estates ld v Clarke 

Mayes v Newell 

Cove v Army and Navy Auxiliary 
Co-operative Supply Co 





Inlan l 


and 


Lines 


Morris v Bloch and ors Same v 
Same 
Jordan v Morris 


Chamberlain v The Manchester 
and Liverpool District Banking 
Co ld 

In re fhe Arbitration Act, 1889, 
and In re an Arbitration be 
tween Metropolitan Water 
Board and The London, 
Brighton and South Coast Ry 

The General Accident, Fire and 
Life Assce Corpn kd v Knowles 

Harris v Taylor 

Ford Motor Co (England) ld v 
Armstrong 

In re the Agricultural Holdings 
Act, 1908, and In re an Arbitra 
tion between Burry (tenant) and 
The Provost and Fellows of St 
Nicholas College, Lancing (land 
lords) 

Blackett v Ridout 

R A Deighton & Co v Ward 

Metropolitan Water Board v 
Assessment Committee of the 
Chertsey Union 

In the Matter of the Arbitration 

Act, 1889 Hobday and ors 

(Clmts) and the Licenses Insce 

Corpn and Guarantee Fund ld 

(Respts) 

Dunlop V A Dobe ll & Co 

The King v Taylox 

The King v Amendt 

John Kilner and Sons \ 

Menzies ld 

Temple v Southampton, Isle of 

Wight and South of England 

Royal Mail Steam Packet Co ld 

Holding v Banks and anr 

Ledbury Rural District Council v 

Lady Henry Somerset 

Cardiff Coaling Co ld v Houlder. 

Middleton & Co ld 

Suarez Heimanos & Co ld y 

Romula Saldana 


Grey & 


HM Princinal Secretary of State 
for the War Department v Kirk- 
land & Capper and J H T Wood 


In re thé Agricultural Holdings 
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ttation between Lord Ashburton Jones v The Padstow Harbour 
aad Gray Commissioners 
Freeman and ors v Peyton and anr | Keats v Bracey-Wright and ors 
Manor Engineering Co ld v | Kelly v Nat Soc of Operative 
Charles Davidson & Co ld Printers and Assistants and ors 
James Waldie & Sons v Pearce v North-Eastern Ry Co 
Trust ld In re an Arbitration between Dun 
John Parker & Co v Goldstein can, Fox & Co and Schrempft & 
Date v The Gas Coal Collieries Id Bonke (special case) 
Wilkinson and ors v Young Milroy v Victors Id 
W F Fenwick & Cold v Merchants | In re an Arbitration between the 
Marine Insce Co Mayor, &c, of Queenborough 
Cohen v_ Joseph and The Sheppy RDC (spec ial 
British Motor Cab Co ld v Robin | case) 
| 
' 


| 
Glebe | 


son Osborne v N Fortescue & Sons kd 
Hood v Walthamstow Wheeler v Morris 
trict Council | Chenderiang Tin 


Urban Dis 
Dredg ng ld v 


The Underground Electric Ry Co} Neil 
of London Id and Glyn Mills, Miller v Waterlow & Sons 
Currie and Co (Applts) v The | Hooley v Batterley Co ld 
Commrs of Inland Revenue | G O Tuck & Co (Incorporated) 
(Respts) America Levant Line }d 

Meade, King, Robinson & Co v | Rodger v Dix (Cameron, Clmt) 


John J Jacobs & Co and In re 
Kuban Black Sea Oil Fields ld v | Rodge: 


Parkes | Jefferson v Paskell 


an Issue—Cameron v 


British Dominions Genera] Insce | In re an Issue between Norton 
Co ld v Duder and Seal 

Hewitt Bros v E K Wilson and | North-Eastern Ry v J C Bannister 
ors | & Co 

Beal v Cohn Maling v Tinling and ors 


Huth and ors v Huth | Lendon and anr v Kelly 

Bendle and anr v United Kingdom | O’Malley’s Pen Works ki v 
Alliance and ors Same v Same | Ormston & Glass 

Oxenford & Co v Rigaud & Fish | Green v Geo Mills & Co ld 


Same v Same In re an Issue between O' Driscoll 


Hampton v Glamorgan County and anr and The Manchester 
Council Insce Committee under the Nat 

White v Robins Insee Act, 1911 

Bank of Australasia and ors v | Hamilton v London County Coun 


Clan Line Steamers Id 
Swan v Swan 
The Mayor, & : 

Pontefract v 
Horley v Thistl 
Stevens v British 
Pocock V Thacker 
Geo H Walton & Co ld \ 

and anr 
lhe King v 


In re The 


cil 
Countess de Mamel de 
Poole & Robinson 
Montes v Canton Insce Office ld 


Manin v 
of the Borough of 

Lowden and ors 
& Thorpe 


Medical Assoc 


| FROM THE PROBATE, 
DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
Paylor | pLVISION (ADMIRALTY 


Hudson and ors With Nautical Assessors 


Agricultural Holdings (Final List) 


| 
| 
Act. 1908. and In re an Arbi- | 
tration between Clark (Tenant) | 1914 
and T Stanford (Landlord) hy . ‘ . “TT 
Maton v Muntz The Repro—1915—Folio 365 Th 


Steam Trawle: 
English Prince and ors v Owners 


; - Owners 0 
Ziman v Consolidated Gold Fields Jwnet of 


of New Zealand Id - - ; 
Brogley Webster's Brick works r ol Steam Trawler Repro = 
and ors | The Humber—1913—Folio 470 
The King Roberts (expte The | The Owners of Steam Ship Dott 
Mayor ‘of Stepney) , | v The Owners of Paddle Tug 
Von Sac hs v Ashton & Parsons ld |. Humber , . 913 7” 
Churm y The Dalton Main Col rhe Pete: Benoit 191 Folio 
lieries Id 429 The Owners of SS. Aurrera 


> on ae 
Hancock v Stephens v Owners of SS I eter Benoit 
Pol @ Codie line Ape—1913—Folio 237 The 
Hinton and anr v Edward Dean Owners of, SS. Falka and ors \ 
& Beal ld The Owners of SS Ape and 


Seal v Turner __ freight 

The King v The Board of Trade | The Peter Bénoit—1913— Folio 
(expte The Gt Central Ry Co) 429 The Owners of SS 

The King v Gathorne-Hardy Aurrera v Owners of SS. Peter 
(expte Great Central Ry Co) € Benoit ‘ 

The King v Same (¢ xpte The Mid The Urania—1913—Folio 310 The 


land Rv Co and The Midland 
and North-Eastern Ry 
Committee) 


Owners of SS. Jaegersborg 
The Owners of SS 
freight 


Joint Urania and 


P Dixon & Son ld Henderson, Fiume—1913——-Folio 23. The 

Craig & Co Owners of SS. Sampan v The 
Clarke and ors v St Helens Owners of SS. Fiume 

Borough Council The Humber—-1913—Folio 335 
De Pinna v Dear | The Owners of Cargo now orn 
Gellatly, Hankey & Co v C J Wills lately on board the V exsel 

& Son Id | Humber The Lancashire & 
Kilner v The Army and Navy and | Yorkshire Ry Co 

General Asse A sax Id T he Lismore 1914 Folio 6 The 
The King v Richards (expte The |  Soutnampton Harbour Board as 


Mayor, & of Llanelly } 








the Matter of an Interpleader 


Act, 


1908, and In re an Arbi 


Owners of Steam Launch 

The King v Williams S. H. B. & Barge No. 1 v The 
The King Foots Cray Urban Owners of Steamship Lismore 

District Council The Capenor—1913—Folio 297 

Richards v Naval Colliery Co ld The Owners of Steamship 

In re An Arbitration between Sor Capenor v The Owners of 

rentino & Buerger and ant Steamship Antiggoon and 
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Owners of Steamship Albert W. | Whitfield v Lambert 


Selmer Jarbeary v Chugg 


The Kaiser Wilhelm IT.—1914 Nichols v Briton Ferry Urban 
Folio 290 Owners of Steamship District Council 
Incemore v The Owners of Petschett Preis 
Steamship Kaiser Wilhelm IT R Sileock & Sons v Golightly 
rhe Incemore—1914—Folio 272 surpnam Hardy , 
The Norddeutchet Ll vd SS. lavlor Nicholson & Son 
Co, the Owners of Steamship Slade v Taylor 
Kaiser Wilhelm II v The Taylor Ward & C Worcester 
Owners of Steamship Incemore ld 
and freight (; ‘ Fletcher 
Without Nautical Assessors E =e Williams and ane 
. ryrell rhe Sopwith Aviation 
The Leon Blum—1914—Folio 2 Co 
Tne Owners, Masters and Crew Hark Walsall Wood Colliery 
of Steam Tug Vanquisher v Co ld y 
rhe Owners of the Cargo lately Ashmore, Benson, Pease & Co. ld 
n Board the Ship or Vessel v Lillie 
Leon Blum & La Societe Nou Williams v Llandudno Coaching 


x ( rriage Co ld 
Warner (poor person) v Twicken 
ham Urban District Council 
Webb v Parsloe 
THE KING’S BENCH ( South 
DIVISION Co ld 
ved Herbert v Samuel Fox & Co ld 
J Booth & Sons v Carte 
List. ) 


velle d’Armement 
The Brugge—1913— F: 
E A Herbert & Co ld v Grant 


298 


1 
lo 


FROM Moor Colliery 


ouison v 


Judgment Reser 





(Interlocutory Jibb v Chadwick & Co 
& Rubber Co Creighton v J & W Lowry 


Tyre 
Eydmann v The Premier Accu 


Continental 
Daimler 





Great. Britain) Id vy 
Co Id av Dec 9 mulator Co ld | 
E Peill & Sons v Payne 
FROM THE KING'S BENCH Wassall v James Russell & Sons 
DIVISION Id 
' , Jenkins v Littleton Collieries ld 
[nterlocutory List North Eastern Marine Engineer- 
1912 ing Co ld v Davison 
Che King v Justices of the | Ford v The Oakdale Colliery Co | 
' >. ft —. ld 
County ot London and ors . ‘ | 
. 1 Bradshaw v Patchett | 
expte Stanley s o generally 
, Riddett Marvin 
The King Justices ot the W And ( c rr C 
County of London and ors ld ndrew G Soutter & , 
expte the London Count - : 
Council enerally Smith v Buxton 
S Morris Rowbotham 
1914 Pri Westminster Brymbo 
Shackman v Mitchel ‘ | & Coke Co : 
Schneiderman (Poor Person Durant % & W Paul id 
Galinski Stephenson v Rossall Steam Fish 
Shaw v Halifax Corpn ing Co Id 
West v Coutts Charles Wall ld v Steel | 
Chuter v J J Ford & Sons ld 
IN RE THE WORKMEN’S limpson v John Mowlem & Co 
COMPENSATION ACTS, 1897 | Symmonds v King 
AND 1906 Hunt v L Gueret Id | 
. Cor Thorn v Humm & Co 
From County Courts Barron v Seaton Burn Coal Co ld 
1914 Miles v Dawe | 
hava W Gray & Co ld Bobbev v W M Crosbie & Co ld 
Partridge v Whiteley ld N.B.—The above list contains 
Curry v W Doxford & Sons Id Chancery, Palatine, King’s Bench 
Newson v Burstall Final and Interlocutory Appeals, 
Shaw v The Greenacres Spinning & set down to December 23rd, 
Co ld 1914 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION 
Hitary Sirtines, 1915 
Notices Re.atine to tHe CHancery Cause List 
Mr. Justice Joyce will take his Business as announced in the Hilary 


Sittings Paper 

Liverpool al d Manchester 
Liverpool and Manchester Business on 
January, the 11th and 25th February, and the 

Mr. Justice Warrincton.—Except when other 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Warrineton will sit for the dis 
His Lordship’s Witness List throughout the Sittings. The 
and rise at 4.15 p.m. each day except Satur 


take 


28th 


Mr. Justice Joyce will 
Thursdays, the 14th and 
Lith and 25th March 


tusiness is advertised 


Busine SS 


posal of 
Court will eit at 10.15 a.m 
days, when there will be no sitting 

Mr. Justice Nevitte.—Except when other 
the Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout 
the Sittings The Court will sit at 10.15 a.m. and rise at 4.15 p.m 
each day except Saturdays, when there will be no sitting 

Mr. Justice Eve Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. During these Sittings Mr. Justice Eve will sit each day until 
4.5% p.m., except on Saturdays, when there will be no sitting 

Mr. Justice Sarcanr will take his Business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper, 


fusiness is advertised in 





Mr. Justice Astsury will take his Business as announced in the Hilary 


Sittings Paper. 


Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Joyce, Mr 
Justice Sarcant, and Mr. Justice Astsury will sit in Court every 
Monday during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions ll be 
heard by Mr. Justice Joyce, Mr. Justice Sarcant, and Mr. Justice 
(ASTBURY 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated 
in the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Norice with Rererence To THE CHancery Witness Lists 

During the Hilary Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of 
Witness Actions as follows 

Mr. Justice WARRINGTON will take the Witness List for WaARR: GTON 
and SarGcant, JJ 

Mr. Justice Nevitte will take the Witness List for Nevu and 
Astsury, JJ 

Mr. Justice Eve will take the Witness List for Joyce and Eve, JJ 


CHANCERY CAUSES FOR TRIAL OR HEARING. 


Set down to December 23rd, 1914. 


Before Mr. Justice Joycr 
Retained for Trial. 
With Witnesses.) 

Killick 


Causes 


traham V 


(srove ld v Pankhurst 
Wilkins v Weaver 
Petition. 

In re Harrop Rayner v Archer 
Further Considerations 

In re T. Schwann, dec Schwann 
Stahlmann 

In re Habershon, dec Pochin V 


{ 


Statham 

or Trial without Witnesses 
uml Adjourned Summonses. 

Inre RH M Ellis Ellis v Stewart 

In re De Pass and Levin & Webb's 

Ve ndor and 


1uses I 


and In re 

haser Act, 1874 

In re de Virte, de 
Ruglioni de Virt« 

\ yiddham v Hubsch 

In re Clark, dec Clark v 

In re L A G May, 
May 

Ii re Joseph Wel h, 
mv Welch 

In re S C Frankish, de 
son v Wilson 

In re Graham’s Settlement 
v Graham 

In re Morgan Morgan, 
v Grover 

In re Blount 
Act, 1893 


In re Smart 


Contract 


Variani v 


Gaved 
May v 


dec 


dec Kemp 


Wilkin 
Gwyer 
dec Davies 


and In re Trustee 


Duncan 


Me wburn \ 
Morton v Carpen 
ter 

In re C L Ruse, 
Ruse 

In re Dains, dec Harwood v Jolly 

In re Joicey Joicey v Elliot 

In re Orford Blake v Orford 


(rosse 


dex 


In re Ainsworth, dec Finch \v 
Smith 

Churchill v Upton 

In re John Maxwell's Will Den 


holm v Maxwell 

In re Toke’s Settlement Ewen v 
Toke 

In re Solomon Hastings, de 


‘ooke 


Cundwell v ¢ 


tefore Mr. Justice WARRINGTON 

Retained Adjourned Summonses 

Inre TB Haywood, dec surt v 
Hay wood 

In re Charles Symons, dec Lox k 


Vv oSymons 

In re Gaudig & Blum 
Lodde 

In re Hull Preston v Hensley 

In re Sir D Cooper’s Will Trusts 
Cooper v Trevanion 


Spalding v 


In re Lawes-Wittewronge \ 
v Bennett 

In re Herbert Herbert v Hodgeo 

Barlow v Redruth and Chase water 
Ry Co 


Causes for Trial 


(Witn Witnesses.) 
In the Matter of Letters Pat 
No 19,200 of 1900, granted 


Ernest Paul Frederick Magniez, 


and In re the Patents and De 
signs Act, 1907 
G. Scammell & Nephew ld v Gals 


worthy Otovacum Id and anr 


In re M A Bardoux dec Barker 
v de Bernadotte and ors (not 
before Feb 15) 

In re Patents and Designs Aet, 
1907 In re Letters Patent, No 
20,277 of 1904 (Expte Robin 
Electric Lamp Co Id) o for 


a day to be fixed) 
In the Matter of Letters Patent, 

No 18,668, granted to William 

Taylor, and In re The Patents 
Act, 1907 
Yates & 


and Designs 
Farrer and anr 
and anr 
George Holloway 
Crompton 
J W Jackman & Co ld v England 
The Osram Lamp Works ld v The 
Corona Lamp Works ld (not 
before Jan 21) 
In re Scott, dec 
coat 
In the Matter of the Petitw 
Right of Lady Frances Bushby 
and ors (not before March 1) 
Mercedes Daimler Motor Co ld ¥ 
The Maudslay Motor Co ld 
Halifax Corpn v Sutcliffe 
Same v Wood 


Y ates 


& Webb ld + 


Scott v Neathet 


yn of 


Watkinson v John Smit! Tad- 
caster Brewery Co ld 

Crystol v Crystol, &c. Co (Swat 
sea) Id : 

O'Sullivan v Tolchinsky (fixed 
for Jan 11) 

Edwards v Pickford 

Steele-Morris v Marsden 
Before Mr. Justice NE LB 

tetained Matte 


Adjourned Summo! 


In re Macartney-Felgate Settle 
ment In H Moore, d@ 
Macartney-Felgate v Morice 


re G 


Motion. 


Public Trustee v Hill pt d 


In re Fearnley, dec Moli eauk f 


Greenwood 








it. Ne 
Robin 
o for 
Patent, 
Villiam 
Patents 
Y ates 
ld 
‘ngland 
| v The 
d (not 
eathef 
tion of 
Bushby 
rch l) 
»ld¥ 
» Id 
Tad- 


swat 


fixed 


Settle 


‘neauk f 


Jan. 9, 1915. 
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Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


Hall v Litchfield (s o) 

Amedroz v Browne 

In re Jane Gibb 
Browne 

Frangopuio v Vagliano Anthracite 
Céllieries Id 

John Bull ld v Lotinga 

Wolfe v Menzies 

In re James Humm, de 
vy Newitt 

Maxim v Godson & Sens 

Robinson v Wombwell! Urban Dis 
trict Council 

Brown v Morris 


Amedroz v 


Venables 


Before Mr. Eve, 
Retained Matters. 
Motion, 


Justice 


Ware v Ware 


Adjourned Summonses. 


In re F A Upton-Cottrell-Dormer 
Upton v Upton 

In re Hales’ Settlement 
Oakley v Hales 

In re Miller’s Estate 
Miller 


Bagnall- 


Bromley v 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


Woodward v Lord Mayor, &c, of | 


Liverpool 
In re E K Bridger, 
v Simpson (s 0) 
Davies v Evans 
Leon v Slomnicki 
Swan v Pickering 
security) 
Fisher v Fisher (s 0) 
Faweett v Scattergood 
Hamilton v Locksheath 
ld pt hd (s 0) 
Osram Lamp Works ld y Pope's 
Electric — Co ld 
Savers v The Four Hundred Club 
Pierson vy Warner pt hd (s 0) 
Steiner v Steiner a hd (s 0) 
Murray v Dickinson 
Wilson v Jay & Phillips 
Yeates v Fisher 
In te John W alker, dex 
Walker 
Swaby v Roberts 
ln re Niel Ryrie ld Harben vy Niel 
Ryrie ld (not before Feb 15) 
Powell v Vizard 
Richards vy Aberdonia 
(not before Easter) 
uz v Leigh-on-Sea Conserva 
tive and Unionist Club Id 
Scriven v Allerton 
e Derby Motor Cab Co ld v 
Crompton & Evans’ Union Bank 


Bridges 


dec 
(st ived for 


Nurseries 


Gell v 


Cars ld 


Goldstein v Sanders 
“as v Jackson 
Goodwin v Belfield 
John Birch & Co ld v Dumbel 
é¢v Turner Petrol Cars ld 
Taylor v Tyler 
Adams y Thrift and ors 
W Woodw: ard ld v Boulton Macro 


In Te Woodward ld 
Marks Act, 1905 
ins = ors v Barnitt 

v oyd, Richardson & Co 

Fellows v I’ W Lench Id 

weit vC le ws 
Beck Enginee ving Co v 
ineering Co 

Youde y Allen 

es v Meharey 
mv Forman 


Nebo v Vane 


In re Trade 


Foster 


Before Mr. Justice Sancaxr. | 


Retained Matters. 
Actions. 
(With Witnesses. ) 


Roberts v Weeks & Cooper 

Attorney-Gen v Ilford Urban Dis 
trict Council 

Scratton v Gregson 

Earp v Stratton 

Mason v Fowler 

Blanshard v Tessier 

Cockaynes v John Smith's 
caster Brewery Co kd 

Baines v Wetherfield 
trial of issue pt hd 


Tad 


action for 


From Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy's 


List. 

Natural Color Kinematograph Co 
Id vy Speer and Rodgers (s o 
generally) 

Booth v Williamson (s 0 generally) 

Columbia Government v Colum 
bian Emerald Co ld_ pt hd (s 0) 

Carter v du Cros (s o generally) 

Motions (by Order) 

Pond v Taylor (s o generally) 

In re Smith Lee v Smith (s o 
generally) 

Insce National 


gee rally } 


Licenses Corpn vy 
General Ins« e Co (8s 0 


Trial (without Wit 


Adjourned Sum 


Causes for 
nesses) and 
monses. 

In re Julia Snee, dec Ovenell y 
Snee and ors 

In re Sir Julian Goldsmid, 
dec Jessel vy Goldsmid 
generally) 

In re Same 

G—1,273) 


Bart, 


(3 0 


Same v Same (1914 
Application by Berna 
Motors ld, No 
Trade 


In re an 
Commercial 
355,203 and In re The 
Marks Act, 1905 motion 

In re Knights and In re Married 
Women's Property Act, 1882 
Knights v Knights (s 0) 

In re Robert Palmer's Almshouse 
Charity Crawford v Wade- 
Palmer (s 0) 

In re Shorter’s 
Thompson v Shorter 

In re Dunkel’s Settlement 
v Dunkel 

Smith v Pilbson 

In re Elliott Bullins vy Dewell 

In re Dashwood Unwin and anr 
v Petre and anr 

In re Heath Kinderdine y 
nor 

In re Ostwind Brezinsky v Verby 

In re Bullock’s Will Trusts Bul 
lock v Bullock 

In re Clarke’s Settled Estates In 
re Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 
1890 

In re Arbuthnot 
Arbuthnot 

In re Turner 

In re Savage 
Trustee 

In re Stewart Powell v Schiff 

In re F A Stapley In re A 
Stapley Winder v Johnson 


Settlement 


Thal 


Tave 


Arbuthnot \ 


Turner 


Publix 


Turner v 


Marsh v 


ASTBURY 
Wit 


Sum 


Justice 


rrial (without 
Adjourned 


tefore Mr 


Causes for 
Nesses) and 
monses 

In re Simpson Coutts & Co \v 
Church Missionary Soc (s 0) 

In re J H. Manners-Sutton, dec 
Manners - Sutton v Manners 
pt hd 


In re Same Same v Same pt hd | 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, 


W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1844. 
DIRECTORS. 


Chairman —John Croft Deverell, Esq. 
James Austen-Cartmeli, Esq. | 
Alexander Dingwall! Baiewos pe , KC. 
Felix Cassel, Esq., K.C., M.I 
Edmund Church, Esq. 

Philip G. Collias, Eeq. 

Robert William Dibdin, Esq. 

fir Keneilm E. Digby, G.C.B., K.C. 
Charles Baker Dimond, Esq. } 
Sir Howard W. Elphinstone, Bart. 
Richard L. Harrison, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED 


All classes of Life Assurance Granted. 


Deputy-Chatrman 


| The Right Hon, 


Richard Stephens Taylor, Eeq, 
L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 
Archibald Herber: James, Esq. 


| William Maples, Esq. 


Allan Ernest Messer, Esq 

Lord Justice Phillimore. 
Charles R. Rivington, Esq. 

Mark Lemon Romer, Eeq, K.C. 

Toe Hon. Charles Russell, 

H. P. Bowling Trevanioa, Esq. 


£ 5,000,000. 


Roeversions and Life Interests Purchased. 
Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 


W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary. 





In re E 
Gyde 

In re 
Witty 

In re S Simme LK oer de 
v Simmelk joer 

In re W Dent de 
Wortham v Emery 

In re Metcalf Settlement In 
re Settled Land Acts 

In re A W Radford-Nor yp, de 
Radford v Radford Norcop 

Jones V Ll vd 

In re Young, de 
castle 

In re J H 
v Gilbert 

In re W F Goodliffe, dee Good 
liffe vy Causton 

Penfold Penfold 

Micnaels v Kaplan 

In re Johnson, de 
Public Trustee 

In re Hiller, dec Hille: 

In re Russell de 
Russell 

In re Joseph Metcalf 
calf v Metealt 

In re Mount 
Contract 

In re John Salmo des 
v Salmon 

In re Walter entyv, de 
\ Henty 


In re Scores! fe v Sherman 


L Gyde, de 
8 0) 


Skerrow, de 


Gyde ¥y 
Gregson Vv 
Peat 


Nash 


Stuart v New 


Gilbert 


Gilbert, de 


Andrew 
lkulds 


Pettipher 


He nty 


In re Barwell “oster 
Mellian 

In re A M Smit! 
(ood hall 

Joseph Hargrove 

v Pain 


weedie v ( 


In re 
Hargroves 
In re Cox 1 
chison 

Martin v Pumeger 

In re Hilton Thomson v Badcock 

In re Faux, de Taylor Faux 

In re Wright & Rocnford’s Con 
tract and, In re Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874 

In re Hawker Hawker v Lodge 

In re Lethbridge Couldwell vy 
Kingsford Lethbridge 

In re Jones’ Mortgage 
Stunt v Jones 

In re Southey, de 
Howard 

In re Hunt 

In re J Flower, de 
Lewis 

In re Cory Thorp v Cory 

In re Williams Evans v Williams 


Same Same v Same 


TI rug 


‘ox-Mur 


Settlement 
Howard v 
Hunt 


Lewis 


? ‘ 
enson Vv 


In re 
In re 
Churcher v Atte 
In re Ernest Hawkins 
Brieba v Hawkins 
In re Wilson Crew 
Crewdson v Fox 


rate 8 Settlement 


rney Gen 
& Co ld 
dec 


dson, 


In re David Davies, dec Lloyd 
v Cardigan County Council 


Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division 


Companies (Winding Uy 
Petitions, 


Chilian Eastern Central Ry Co Id 
petn of A Delimele 

1914, to Jan 12, 

Oilfields ld (petn of 
ordered on Oct 153, 
to stand over generally) 

Galician Oil Trust ld (petn of 
A Hicks—s o from Oct 27, 1914, 
to Jan 12, 1915) 

Cunningham ld (petn 
Henley’s Telegraph 
ld s o from Nov 17, 
Jan 12 1915) 

Civil Service Bank Id (peta of E 
Dale—s o from Novy 24, 1914, 
to Jan 12, 1915) 

Cumberland Coal & Boring Syndi 
cate ld (petn of The New Calyx 
Drill & Boring Co ld—s o from 
Dec 8, 1914, to Jan 12, 1915) 

Marshall Arter Id (petn of Alfred 
Herbert Id—s o from Dec 8, 
1914, to Jan 12, 1915) 

Metallising Co Id 
Pratt—s o from 

Jan 12, 1915) 

& Sons Id (petn ot 
ordered on Dec 15, 

generally) 

petn of The 

Rubber 


s 0 trom 
1915) 

R H 
1914, 


July 7, 
| ifnen 


Silley 


of W 1 
Works Co 
1914, to 


Elbron 
WH 
1914, to 

John tiley 
i B Smart 
1914, 
ileon Rubber Co Id 
Continental Tyre and 
Co (Great Britain) Id) 

Joseph Emanuel (Covent Garden 

ld (petn of George Monro ld) 

Oil & Carbon Products ld (petn of 
the Company) 

Paraguay Central Ry Co ld (petn 
of Frederick J Benson & Co) 
Owen Grant ld (petn of James 

Humphries & Sons Id) 

Bateman & Son Id (petn of The 
Continental Tyre and Rubber 
Co (Great Britain) Id 

John Allen & Sons Id 
C J Allen) 

Gordon Carriage Works ld 
of G F Buckland) 

Briar Wood & Produce Import Co 
ld (petn of N L Head) 

National Investment Trust Corpn 
of England ld {petn of 17 
Urquhart) 

ves Consolidated Mines Id 

the Anglo-American 


(petn of 
Dec 8, 


to stand over 


(petn of 


(petn 


St I 
petn of 
Oil Co Id) 

Cleaver’s Emporiums ld (petn of 


H Brodtman) 
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Reflecting Glass Letter Co. Id 
petn of T G Atkinson and ors) 
London Steel Castings Co 
(petn of Lamplough & Son Id) 
Clark Tyre Co Id (pein of O African 


French South 


Dev elop 


Ossenbery ment Co kd Partridge v French 
| South African Development Co 
Chancery Division ki (on preliminary point 

wey 1 Oo 1 ‘ 
Petitions (to confirm Reduction of | ordered on April 2, 1914, to 
( ren | stand over generally pending 

apital). | > , 
; trial of action in King’s Bench 

Ragosine & Co ld and reduced Division) 

Kempshall Tyre Co of Europe ld | Qj] & Ozokerite Co ld (to vary 


and reduced } list 
J. Ashton Riley Id and reduced 


of contributories 

ordered on 
to stand over generally) 

Essequibo Rubber & 
Estates ld 
tributories 


nesses 


Petition (to confirm Re-organisa 
tion of Capital ) 
Digger Narischine’s 


June 16, 


stand over generally) 


Cooper Steam Co ld . 
with witnesses 


1914, to 4 


ordered on 


(to sanction Scheme of 


Arrangement) 


Petition 


ployers’ Mutual Indemnity 


id) 
William 


Shares ld 


Coleman's Ordinary 
(petn of H W Cutting 


Warehouses ld 


Cast 
ordered on Nov 
1914. to stand over generally) 
Law Car & General Insce Corpn 
kd (on claim of North Wales Em 


with Wit 
April 2, 1914, 


Tobac« 0 
(to vary list of con 


Co 


Moore's Depositories & Furniture 
(misfeasance 


ordered on March 3, 1914, to with witnesses) 
stand over generally) | London and Provincial Dairy Co 
ld (distribution of surplus 
Companies Winding | p assets) 
United London & Scottish Insce 
Motion Co Id (on proof of A D K 
Afleptite Celluloid Syndicate Id (to Brown) 
discharge Order—s o from June Stephen Swift & Co ki (on claim 
HO, 1914. to Jan 12, 1915) ot A A Hannay) 
KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Hitary Sirrines, 1915 
Crown Parer 
For Judgment 
Governor & Company of Bank of England v Common Council of the 
City of London a v June 24, 1914 
Same v Same a v June 24, 1914) 
London County Council v Perry (c a v Dec 8, 1914) 
For Hearing 
The King v Bloomsbury Income Tax Commrs 
The King v Beverley U.D.C. 
In the Matter of a Solicitor Expt Law So and In the Matter of 
Henry Barnes Hunt 
Lomlion County Council v Bermondsey Borough Council 
Atkinson v Lewis & Merthyr &c Collieries 
Same v Shaw 
Bruce v McManus 
Kirk v Jacksons Bros 
Paddington Union v Westminster Union 
St. Marylebone Union v Derby Union 
Colchester Brewing Co v Licensing Justices of Tendring Division of 
Esse x 
In the Matter of the Housing Town Planning &c Act 1909 and In the 
Matter of Sir Edward White & Mayor &c of St. Marylebone 
Young v Gentle 
Egerton v Saye 
The King v Judge Amphlett 
Retail Dairy Co v Robinson 
In the Matter of a Solicitor Expte the Law So 
Same v Same 
Same v Same 
The King v Shearman Esq & anr Jj 
Silverman v Hunt 
Perkins v Jeffery 
Cook v Stockwell 
Ellis v North Metropolitan Theatres 
United Kingdom Picture Theatres v Powell 
Hayes v Smith 
Atkinson v Jeffreys and Lancaster & Co 
Same v Morgan 
Cirvim Paper 
For Hearing 
Northumberland County Council & The Mayor &c of Newcastle-upon 
Tyne v The Mayor & of Tynemouth 
Lomlon United Tramways ld v London County Council 


Poulton v Moore & ora 
Callow & Sons v De Kay 
Yorkshire & Lincolnshire 
Davies v Pearman 
Sternberg v Moore, Nettlefold Co & anr 


Tar Distillation Co v Hasland Coking Co 





Companies (Winding Up) and Barnard & Sons v L & 8 W By Co 
thehessy Widicien G. & H. Green v Musmann 
ld | " . Olympia Oil & Cake Co v Produce Brokers Co 
Court Summonses. Schirm & anr v Consolidated Whaling & Deep Sea Fishing Cx 


Africa 
Horton v St Stephen’s Liberal Club Money Soc 
(irant v Commercial Union Assce Co 
Winter & anr v Stride & Sons 
Same v Same 
Thomas v Jenkins 
Mayor &c of Lymington v 8. Leigh & Sons 
Maple & Co v Hollis 
Flude ld v Goldberg (Isaacs, Clmt) 
Diggle v Ogston Motor Co 
Francis & Sons v Davies 
Berry & Co v Star Brush Co 
Edwards v Morgans 
Whitton v Parkes 


Drayton Paper Co v Gladmis 


Walton v Tosney 
Last & anr v Good 
Dixon v Brown 


Horridge v Makinson 
Young v Lawrence 
King v Earl Cadogan 
R Meyer & Co v © 
Hamel & Horley v 
Pockett v Harris 
Harold v Chapman & anr 

Bowers v Kent & East Sussex Light Ry 


Weis & Co 


Same 


French Elmaleh 

Newman v Bourne & Hollingsworth 
Branch v Pope 

Holland v Dawes & ani 

Raxter v Tip} le 


Jack Goodson ld v Thompson 
Freebody & Son v Bateman 
Skeats v Foster 

Parker v Hemming 

Duckworth & Co v Glanville 

Oliver Typewriter Co v Taunton 

Ellmore v Johnson & anr 

Horwood v Witt (Tarry, Execution Creditor) 

Bleeze v Moore 

Laycock v Oceanic Steam Navigation Co 

Vickers v Royal London Mutual Insce Soc ld 

G. J. Eveson Coal & Coke Co v W. Gilpin Senr & Co 
Hammond v Bullivant 

Metz v Moores & Co 

Yates v Tomlinson 

May v Borup & anr 

Hardman v The Army Council 

Coe v Whiteman 

FE. McGetrick v P. McGetrick 

Gunyon v South-Eastern & Chatham Rys Managing Committe: 
Benekendorff, Berger & Co v Lol & Co 
Fraser v Bennet 

In the Matter of the Estate of Holmes dec 
Gibson v Leeves 

Berg & Son v Ritchie & Son 

McLeod, Russell & Co v Same 

Lehmann & Co v Rudolphs (Rudolph, Clmt) 
Tinning v Wood & Sons 

Arnold v Jones 

Atkinson v Mawman 


Hards v William 


Srectart. Paper. 


London United Tramways v London County Council 


Same v Same 
Denning v Secretary of State in Council 
Bunge v Feuer 


Deutsche Rhederei v Indian & Peninsular Steam Navigation Co ld 
Sumner & Leivesley v Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry Co 
Anglo-Chinese Eastern Trading v Produce Brokers’ Co Id 

Grant v Commercial Union Assace Co ld 

Louis Dreyfus & Co v P. B. Grotrian & Co 

Scratton v Wilkinson 


Mayor of West Ham v Hart Accumulator Co 


Revenve Paper 
English 


Attorney-Gen and John Henry Oglander & ant 


Information. 


Cases Stated. 


Robert Thorman and The Commrs of Inland Revenue (1 
present Sittings) 
Ann P Grundy and D Dunham (Surveyor of Taxes) 


Petitions Under the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910 


J E Fox and The Commrs of Inland Revenue (re Licensed T’ remise 


‘The Castle Inn,’ Dolgelly, Merionethshire) 


—_ 
—_—_ 


t South 
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Hardy's Kimberley Brewery Co ld and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
(re “* Tue Golden Ball Public House, Nottingham) 

Hardy « Urown Brewery ld and The Commrs of Inland Revenue (vr 
“The Fountain Inn,’ Chorlton-on-Medlock, Manchester) 


Land Values—Appeals from Decision of Referee 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and E B Merriman & Rev J O Stephens 


(to be mentioned) 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and St John Baptist College, Oxford 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and The Sheffield and South Yorkshir« 


Navigation Co 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Executors of Rev. George Ferris 


Whidborne, dec 
Walter Morrison and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
Charles J Brake and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 


Petition Under Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, s. 44 (2). 
Holborn & Frascati ld (re The Frascati Restaurant, 32 Oxford-street W 
Death Duties. 
In the Matter of the Estate and Effects of Mary Brown or Harper dex 
Motions. ‘ 
Motions for leave to issue Writs of Scire Facias against Shareholders— 
Attorney-Gen v Ely Rural Distritt Water Co 
APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 
An Appeal from a County Court to be heard by a Divisional Court 
sitting in Bankruptcy, pending 3lst December, 1914. 
In re A Debtor (No 57 of 1914) 
The Debtor 


Expte The Petitioning Creditors \ 


MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY FOR HEARING BEFORE THE 
JUDGE, PENDING 3lst DECEMBER, 1914. 
Inre J J Stokes & F H Stokes Expte Annie Harriett Bradley, the 
wife of J Bradley v C C Campling, the Trustee 
Inte H Bottomley Expte H de Vaux Brougham, the Official Receiver 
and Liquidator of The John Bull Investment Trust and Agency Id v 
Sir W B Peat, the Trustee 
In tre Same Expte H de Vaux Brougham, the Official Receiver and 
Liquidator of John Bull Id (Registered in Guernsey) v Sir W B Peat 
the Trustee 
In re W Ingleton Expte J Mortimer, the Trustee v John Sell Cotman 
Inre H Bottomley Expte Graham James Davis John Wodehouse, 2nd 
Earl of Kimberley & William Augustus Casson v Sir W B Peat, the 
Trustee , 
Inre W S Cooke 
Trustee 


Expte Albert Victor Stratford v W O Ogle, the 


MASTERS IN CHAMBERS, 
A to F. 
Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Jelf. 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Macdonnell. 
G to N. 
Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Archibald. 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Day. 
O v0 Z. 


Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Chitty. 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Bonner 


1915. 


PRACTICE MASTER 
daily in his own room in 
to dispose of all QuesTIONS on 
ApeLications, and GeneraL Business 

Monday, Master Day; Tuesday, Master Archibald; Wednesday, 
Master Macdonnell; Thursday, Master Jelf; Friday, Master Bonner ; 
Saturday, Master Chitty. 


with the 
EXPART? 


ace ordan ° 
PRACTICE, 


A Master will sit 


following Rota, 


>. 
Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lruarrep rm Omarorer. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan 1. 

PICTURES, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 16, to send their names and 
addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to John M. Eliworthy, Norfolk 
House, Laurence Poutney bill, liquidator. 

THEURER'S RESTAURANT, Ltp.—Creditors are requ'red, on or before Jan 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
M. Ellw rthy, Nor olk House, Laurence Pountney hill, liquidator. 

WILLIAM BeckwortH & Sons, Lrp. (In VoLtuntary LiqurpatTron)—OCreditors are 
required, on or before Jan 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Tom Coombs, Oxford chmbrs, Victoria sq, Leeds, 
liquidator. 

Woepnouss & Sreap, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
M. Ellworthy, Norfolk House, Laurence Pountney hill, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK OOMPANIBSS. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—TUERIDAY, Jan.'5. 

FRUIT AND VEGETABLE GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION, Ltp, (IN VOLUNTARY LiguipaTion)— 
Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to send their names and ad:ireases, 
and the particulars of their,debts or claims, to J. B. Reeves, 23, Queen Victoria st, 
liquidator bad 

PEOPLE's INVESTMENT Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 20, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or ciaima, to 
Arthur Gould West & Dryland Haslam, jan, 51, Market pi, Reading, liquidators, 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette,—TUESDAY, Dec, 29, 

Quinque, Ltd, 

Wankie Colliery Co, Ltd. 
J. Klinkhardt, Ltd. Improve’ Brewing Process, Ltd, 
Cuban (parent) Syndicate, Ltd. Roxall Syndicate, Ltd 
: London Gazette. —FRIDAY, Jan 1. 
New Westminster Brewery Co, Ltd, 
Rhodesian Corporation (1012), Ltd. 
Andrews Pictures, Ltd. 
Fruit and Vegetable Growers Ass ciation, 

Ltd. 


M. Izbicki & Co, Ltd. 
Redglo, Ltd. 


A. Burbridge & Co, Ltd 

Tweedale Arm tead Motors, Ltd- 

Fred Miller, Lt}. 

Wilkineon, Caterers, Ltd. 

Nottinghsm Cabinet Makers, Ltd. 

Alsop and Harton, Lid 

Maxwell Publishing Co, Ltd 

Rubber and Industrial fruat, Ltd, 

W. &. Peet, Ltd. 

Schleydlers Eoonomic Steam Furnace (Con - 
timental), Ltd. 

G. F. Harvey, Ltd. 


Central Drapery Co, Ltd. 

D. Roberts & Co, Ltd. 

Abercynon Palace, Ltd. 

Cotton Gioning Syndicate, Ltd. 

Heap, Nelson & Co, Ltd. 

Whitley Bay Pleasure Yatht Co Lid. 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Jan. 5, 


Dolgelley Copper Mines, Lud. New Oj] Refining Process, Ltd. 

Dacolight Engineering Co, Ltd. G. 1. Taylor, Ltd. 

Jayne, Ltd. Liewel yn & Cubbitt, Ltd. 

Smith & Son, Ltd Quirk's Motors. 

Viaduct Foundry and Johneon's Eastera Drug Co, Ltd. 
Bryigwater Rink and Club, Ltd. 
Standley Concrete Construction Co, Ltd. 
Sheffield tohemian Club Ltd. 

Cilfynydd Colliery Co, Ltd. 
W. H. Hutchinson & Sons, Ltd. 

Village Sprng Gardens Cafe, Ltd. 

Cardiff Skating Rink Co, Ltd. 

South American Asphait Syndicate, Lid. 

Redhitls Tim Minjng Co, Ltd. 


Engineering Co, 


ta. 
A. H. Cole, Ltd. 
G. B Henry & Co, Ltd, 
Norwood (lub, Ltd. 
Washington Brewery Co, Ltd. 
Merthyr Co-operative Garden 
Society, Ltd. 
Weymouth Syndicate, Ltd. 
John Bellamy, Ltd. 
Number | Railway Hotel Mutual Invest- 
ment Society, Ltd, 


ee eS — — a 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


MOoORGATE STREET, 


Z.OnNLbDoWmW, F.C. 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERB. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for iasertion ia Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be seat os 


POOLING INSURANCE. 

The Corporation aise insures rieke in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, Aoc., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 

AFPPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


LAST DAY oF CLAT™. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 1. 
Pence, Henry JAMES, Redland Park, Bristol Jan 30 Atchleys, Bristol 
BOLDEN, ANNIE ELIZABETH, Sunderland Jan 16 Dixon & Barker, Sunderland 
BRAY, WILLIAM SANDERS, Holaworthy, Devon, Bank Manager fFeb9 Peterson, 
worthy 
Burewry, Joun Hexry, Leamington Spa, Warwick 
toria st 
CooK, EDWIN BRERKELEY, 
Lincoln's inn flelds 


Ho's- 


Febi15 Tatham & Co, Queen Vic- 


Roydon Halil, nr Tonbridge, Kent Feb6é Upperton & Co 
Dror, CHARLES SI@BERT, Maida Vale Feb 12 Pilley & Mitchell, Bedford row 
DUNCAN, Capt STUART, Chester st Feb2?s W H & A G Herbert, Cork st 
Even, Joun Norwich Feb 15 Christopher & Son, Argyll pl 
Frost, Rev, HENRY SELLS, Oakley sq, Camden Town Feb i 
hill 
Frost, IRENE FPERRONEL, 
hill 
Frost, SARAH JARROLD, Oakley sq, Camden Town 
hill 
GILDRA, Very Rev WILLIAM LAURENCE, DD, George st, 
Co, Norfolk st 
AouLpEy, Josera, Gatiey. Chester Jan 30 
HARDYMAN, SARAH ANN, Leicester Feb 7 Storey, Leicester 
Harniorr, Gronox, New Barnet, Herta Feb 14 Boyes & Son, Barnet 
HAWKINS, ROBERT SAMUEL, Slinf ld, Sussex Feb 18 Howells, Harrow 
HOLLAND, AkTHUR Gameten, Wimbledon Park, Surrey Mar 1 Martyn & Martyn, 
Temple gdns, Temple 
HUNT, CHARLES, Redcar Feb 18 Sill & fon, Mi‘dlesbrough 
Jones, Frepertck ArtTuur, Harrogate Feb 10 Atkinson & Co, Manchester 
Jonea, Joun Lewis, Liantysilio, Denbigh, Quarryman Feb 1 Minshall 
Llangollen 
Kino, Hrwry BARtLarr, Eaton, Norwich Jan 23 Prior & Son, Norwich 
Kina, Miry Prestov, Katyn Norwich Jan 2s Prior & Son, Norwich 
MACKENZIE. JAN¥, Eardley crer, E-ri's Tourt Jan 31 Drammond, Parliament st 
MACKESON, LouIsa, Upper Addison gdne,! Kensington Feb 5 Taylor, Lincoln's inn 
flelds 
NEALE, Hexwry Heresert, Acacia 
hall at 
OvERTON, IRENE EVELYN 
Coventry 
PERRY, DEBORAH, 
PICKARD, ANTHONY 
Pinsrient, Rt Hon SARAH, 
Birchin In 
PRINGLE, JonN HARRIS, Globe rl, 
Old Jewry 
REEVE, Eowarp Bowers, Church Stretton, Salop 
ROBERTSON, Captain JAMES RODERICK DUNCAN, 
Baxter & Co, Victoria st 
ROBINSON, Henny THOMAS, 
tenham 
Sypwery, Henry, Hounslow 


Bridgman & Co, College 


Oakley sq, Camden Town Feb 1 Bridgman & Co, College 


Feb 1 Bridgman & Co, College 


Portman sq Feb 8 Russell & 


Gardner & Oo, Manchester 


& Co, 


grove, Dulwich Jan 29 Crump & Son, Leaden- 


JANY, Haywards Heath, Sussex Feb 1 Rotherham, 


Edmonds, Norfolk st 
Tht mpson, Hull 
Surrey Jan 


New King'srd, Fulham Feb 12 
Kineton upon Hull Feb 6 


Baroness, Pirbright, 30 Dawes & Sora, 


Mile End Feb 4 Devonshire & Co, Frederick's p!, 


Feb 15 
Fray, 


Marcy & Co, Bewdley 


Wicklow, Ireland Feb 


+ 


Staverton, Glos, Farmer Feb 1 Ticehursts & Co, Chel- 


Feb 12 Rehder & Higgs, Mincing In 


———= 
Watsos, JOHN WILLIAM, Sidwood, nr Bellingham,’Northumberland Fel 2) Gite. 
& Co, Newcastle upon 
WILEINsoN, ANNoT, Eaton, Norwich Jan 23 Leathes & Co, Norwich 
WILKINSON, GEORGE, Norwich Jan 23 Leathes & Co, Norwieh 
WILLIAMS, HELEN, Birkenhead, Chester Feb 10 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Wiser, THomas BoorMav, Blackhea'h Feb 1 Cartwright & Cunningham, Paty. 
nos‘ er row 
WooLLaTT, Joun Henny, Sawley, Derby, Lace’-Maker Feb 1 Wilson, Long Batg 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Jan. 5. 


BARRATT, ALFRED JonN, Cromer, Norfolk Feb5 Williamson & Co, Sherborne in 
BRER, ELIZ‘ BERTH MARY, Birmingham Feb1 Foster & Co, Birmingham 

BENNETT, MATTHIAS JouN Boase, Liverpool Feb8 Grylis & Paige, Redruth 
BLoom, EMMA, Granard rd, Wandsworth Febi2 Mead, ford row 

BUCKINGHAM, Groner SomERsET, Norwich Feb 20 Havers, Norwich 

CARWITHEN Louisa, Reading Feb2 Lee & Co.. Queen Victoria st 

CLOTWORTHY, MARY ANN, Belvedere rd, Upper Norwood Feb 1 Lee & Co, Quay 
Feh 1 Te. 


Victoria at 

CRESSWELL, ALFRED JosEPH, West Derby, Liverpool, C< 
well, Liverpoo! 
HANNAH, Sherburn in Elmet, Yorks Feb 1 Perkins & Perkins, Sherbury) 
Elmet 

Dysow, ELizA, Slaithwaite, Yorks Jan 81 F:eeman, Slaithwaite 

GARDNER, MABEL, Canfield gdn«, Hampstead Feb13 Aston, Edgware rd 

ee Hewrierta, 8¢ Leonards, Ringwood, Hants Feb 18 Attenborough & t&} 
iccadi'y 

HALLAM, JOHN THOMAS, 
on Trent 

HARDING, ARTHUR ELLIS, 
Fenchurch st 





Agent 


DovPF, 


Flintham, Nottingham, Farmer Jan |30 Burke, News 
Dacres rd, Forest Hill, Master Mariner Feb 12 Harvey, 


HARROWSMITH, ALBERT, Tunley rd, Balham Jan 31 Paine & Co, Chertsey 

HOLT, EARDLEY-WILMOT BLOMEFIED, Ashley gdn’, Victoria st Feb 1 Sherwood & 
Essex st, Strand 

HOULDSWORTH, LAVINIA,, Keighley Jan 30 Wright & Atkinson, Keighley 

Jackson, THOMAS Watson, Oxford Feb15 Jackson & Jackson, Devizes 

Kemp, MARY JANE, Brighton Feb‘O Lungley, Oxford 

KNIGHT. CATHERINE Dtana, Tunbridge Wells Feb5 Gower, Tunbridge Wells 

MOILLIET, GRACE AGNES, Leamington 8 Feb 28 Campbe'l & Co, Warwick 

MOORE, CLEOPATRA Leursa, Leicester Feb 3 Ingram & o, Leicester 

NAGEL, GUNTHER HANS, Scuthsea Jan31 Bechervaise, Portsmouth 

NEWBURY. JANB, Brighton Feb 1 Tatham & Lousada, Old Broad st 

PACKER, RICHARD NEIL, Bhy@ielen, pr Pontypridd Jan 31 Davies & Co, Po: 

PALMER, ELENA CECILIA ABN, St Leonards on Sea Feb1 Lawrence & Co, New ag 

PIGGIN, ALFRED, Braintree, Eacox, Grocer Jan 22 Holmes & Hills, Bra’ntree 

RIDDELL, PATRICK, Weybridge, Surrey Feb1 Boyce & Evans, Stratford pi 

RYAN, PETER, Disley, Cheshire,Coac'm>n Feb5 Lynde & Branthwaite, Mancheste 

SAGE, LUCY FIELD, Clifton, Bristol Jan 21 Salmon & Cumb riand, Bristol 

SALT, RoBert, Edgbaston, Birmingham Feb15 Thompson & Warmington, Dudiey 


SHERRIFF, THOMAS, Aylesbury, Bucks Jan 29 Wright, Aylesbury 

STANGER-LEATHES, LOUISA CHARLOTTE, St Mark's id, Notting hill Febi2 Pamoné 
Co, Lime st 

TAYLOR, Lovisa HARRIETT, Lansdowne rd, Waithamstow Feb6 Cartwright &Cam 
ingham, 47, Paternc ster row 

VAUGHAN, Capt GEORGE AUGUSTUS, Sloane Square mans Feb 15 Tatham & Proce, 
Lincoln 8 Inn fields 

Wenster, Joan and MARY ANN WeEnsTiR, Sheffield Feb 20 Rodgers & Co, hd 
e 4 

W SEATLEY, ELIZABETH, Unionrd, Rotherhithe Feb 6 Millar & Sons, St Thoma 
London Bridge 

WINpROVE, ROBERT, Southampton Feb 6 Clarke & Son, High Wyeombe , 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—Fripay, Dec. 25. De 
' c 
ORDER ANNU! LING AND RESCINDING ORDER WILLIAMS, SaMURL, 


DE TRAFFORD, Humpurey FRANCIS, Bart, South st, Park | 7 Ord Dec 22 
In Hign Court Rec Ord July 61908 Adjud Dec 20,| YONGE, JOHN VENN, 
1909 Rese and Annul Dee 15, 1914. Accountant 


SUGARE, Epwarp Jouy, 


Oldham, 


TUESDAY. Dec. 29, 


RECEIVING ORDER®. 


Brae, Lewis Evetyn LytrTon, New st, Dorset sq, Maryle- | 
bone, Fruit rer High Court Pet Dec 24 Ord Dec 24 

Yorer, Joun VENN, Brockley, Kent, Chartered 
Accountant High Court Pet Dec 24 Ord Dee 24 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Biea. Lewis EVELYN LyTToN, 
Marylebone Fiuiterer Jan 
bidgs, Carey at 

BURBIDGE, HENRY, Plymouth, Refreshment house Keeper 
Jan 7at3.15 7, Bucklin’ ter, Plymouth 

FERGUSON, ARCHIBALD and DANIEL FERGUSON, Connah's 
Quay, Flint, Ship Builders Jan 6 at 12 Orypt 
chmbra, Chest r Ls 

Hespoy, Hersert, Malton, Yorks, Tobacconist Jan 5 
at 4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

HvusssRD, WILLIAM, BR dey st, Pentonville, Victualler 
Jan 6a' 1 Bankrupt y bidgs, Carey st 

Maconocni®, CHARLES KENNETH, Warwick mans, 
Cromwell rd Jan 7 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 
st 

MARTI , 


London Gazette. 


BANNER, JOSEPH, ~The 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 3 

T BetHoip & Co, Ant st, 
Court 

| BoDpDEN, REGINALD, Denton, 


ALFRED, 
Pet Dee 30 


. BROOK , 
New Blackburn 


6 at 


at, 
11 


Dorset sq, 
Bankruptcy 
Dee 80 Ord Dec 30 

Dec 17 Ord tec 30 
FRANCIS, RICHARD, 
Bangor Pet Dec .9 


30 


PRESTON, CHARLES HENRY 


Dec 20 
PRINCE, 
Farmer Nantwich Pet 
REEVE, ARTHUR HARRISON, 
Coal Merchant Coventry 


NICHOLAS Josern, Burnley, Paint Merchant 
Jan5 at ll Off Re>, 13, Winoklev at, Pre-ton 

NEDAHL, FReDERICK, Burghill, Hereford, Grocer 
at 12 2, Offa st, Hereford 

PLaTr & Co, Bortlett's bidgs, 
Jan7at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Yores, Joun Vex, Brockley, Kert, Chirtered 
Accountant Jan7at1ll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Jan 9 
Kingston upon Hull Pet 
THORNLEY, NATHAN, Moss 
Salford Pet Dec 30 


Holborn circus, Merchants 


upon Hu'l, 
Dec 18 Ord Dec 30 
ADJUDICATIONS, 


Baysoy¥, Percy, em Painter 
7 Ord Dee 2 

Bieo, Lewis +L LytrTos, New st, Dorset sq, Maryle- 
be, Frviterer High Court Pet Dec 24 (rd tec 24 

EVANS, BEATRICE MARY, Blaengarw, Glam Cardiff Pet 
Nov 2 Ord Dec 22 

HARTOP?, CHARLES EDWARD CRADOCH, Grafton st, 
Plocadilly High Curt Pet %t 17 Ord Dec 2% 

LBYAUX, ARTHUR MicuakL, Lianishen, nr Cardiff, Assistan 
Secretary Cardiff Pet Aug2s Ord Dec 23 


Carmarthen Pet Dec yw 


Blackpool Pet Dec 


BAIN BR IDGE, 
land 


T. BETHOLD & Co, Berners st, 


| SHAND, Hupert Gores Leswiz, | pper Norwood, Surrey | 

High Court Pet July 30 Ord lec 24 | 
Russell 
Wholesale Fruiterer High Court Pet July 25 Ord 


Brockley, 
High Court 


London Gazette.—F RIDAY, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 29 
Ashton ander Lyne Pet Dec 30 
Blackborn, 
Ord +Dec 30 
CavE, WILLIAM, Keighley, Sweets Dealer Bradford Pet 
DONKIN, HAROLD, Carlisle, Tobacco Dealer 
Amlwceh, Anglesey, 
Ord Dec 29 
MACRAFT, WILLIAM Henry, Blackhill, 
gist Newcastle upon Tyne 
House Lessee and Manager 


WILLIAM EVANSON, 


8 J Rossec. & Soxs, Kingston uron Hull), Cabinet Makers | 


Ord Dec 30 
VENESS, HENRY STEPHEN, and FINLEY, HAROLD, Kingston 
Confectioners 


| WILDING, CHARLES WILLIAM, 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


THOMAS, Coundon, 
tractor Jan 11 at.2.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunder- 


Benson, Percy, Blackpool, Painter Jan 12 at 2.15 Court 
House, South King st, Blac 


Jan 11 ab 12 Bankruptcy bidgs,Carey st 


at, Covest Garden, 


Publican 


Kent, Chartered 
Pet Dec24 Ord Dec & 


Jan. 1. 


Durham, Tailor 


Oxtord st, Stationers 


Cheste, Estate Developer 
Ord Dec 30 


Cues. ANNIE, Clifton, Bristol 
| Jan 110i 
Oldham Pet Dee 11, Co nhagen st. Worcester 
KELSALL, JOH®, Stretford, Lancs, Fruit Salesman Jat 
Jeweller Jan 12 at 2.30 Bankruptcy Sen 4 
| TAYLOR, CHARLES FREDERICK, Rugby, Builder 
Wholesale Confectioner | ASHMEAD-BARTLETT, ELLIs, Pelt Mall, Journalist Hig 


CAVE, WILLIAM, Keighley, Sweets Dealer Jan all 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
Jan 8 at 11.30 Of Be, 
Baldwi : st, Bristol 
| mangas LAVINA, Droitwich, Worcester 
| JONES, ILLIAM AENRY, Sale, Cheshire, Nurseryme 
Jan 8at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manct ester 
| at 330 Off Rec, Byrom st, ee 
| PARSON, JOHN PENROSE, Minehead, Som 
| Scorr, CHARLES ARCHIBALD, Cheadle, ye Jan vr 
Durham | ll Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, 
enna 
High | 12 Off Rec, 8, High st Coventry 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Court Pet July 15 
BANNER, JosEPH, foundon, Durham, Tailor, Durham Pi 


Dec 3) Ord Dec30 
BoDDEN, REGINALD, Denton, Chester, Estate Develop 
| Asht-n under Lyne Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
BRADLEY, AXEL RUDOLPH Victor, Water In, Git 
Tower st, Provision Merchants High Court I¥ 
Ord Dec 30 
AL¥RED, Blackburn, Wholesale Confection 
Blackbarn Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
Cave, WILLIAM, Keighley, Sweets Dealer Bradford 
Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
Merchant 


| FRANCIS, RICHARD, Amlwch, Anglesey, Coal 
inh | Bangor Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 
Hankelow, er Nantwich | guipy, ANNIE, Clifton, Bristol Br stol Pet Dec § a 
lak | Dec 3 
Warwick | musmnow, HARCLD and FRANK WILFRED LIs®, 


tec 30 Ord Dec 30 

New Bridgeford, 

But Bec? Sut Dee 0 Salt ley, Birm' ngham, Drapers Birmingham 
23 Ord Dec 3 

LAM * CRAFT, WILLIAM Hesry, Blackhil!, 

Druggist Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Dec # 


Carlisle Pet 


Coal Merchant 


Durham, Drug- 
Ord Dec 


FREDERICK, Leeds, [Picture 
Leeds Pet Dec3O Ord 


Pe Dec 30 


Dec 16 Ord Dec 30 
Side, Manchester, Chemist 


Durbst 
Or 


MACONOCHIE, CHARLES KENNETH, Warwick mans, GO 
well High Court Pet June25 Ord Dec # oy 
Orn, ERNEST A, St Stephen's chmbrs, Telegraph 
Court Pet Mar 20 Dee 30 
| PRESTON, CHARLES HENRY FREDERICK, Leeds, 
House Lessee Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec ® 
| Parnce, WILLIAM EvANSON, Hankelow, nr 
Farmer Nant Pet Dee 30 Ord Mec 30 
TOGNI, CONSTANTE Foahest 
| Restaurant Proprietros 
Dec 30 


Kingston upon Hall Pet 


Dafen, nr Lianelly, Builder | 
Ord Dec 30 


Durham, Carting Con- 


and LoRENze FERRARI, 
Brighton Pet Dec & 


_— 
a: ufacturing &tationers 
i 


WILDING, CHARLES WILLIAM, Dafen, nr Lianelly, Baile 
Carmarthen Pet Dec 30 Dec 30 








herburs i 


gh & 
Newark 
Harvey 


Pontyprid 
New &q 
anchester 
Dudley 
Parson 4 
ht & Cum 
& Procter 
& Co, the 


Thomas s 





